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“Not every debater can fit into the square hole of policy debate.  Some people need 
round holes, or obtuse ones or no hole at all.  I think each debater brings their own 
style to debate.  The question is, do they take up a method of debate that allows 
them to access that style?” 

 

 

This manual was an idea 2 years ago after our first Alternative Debate 
Workshop, The Call of the Loon.  Now it has become a text that people can 
utilize to debate outside of the traditional policy debate style and method.  
Debate is Good! 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INTRODUCTION:   
 

Debate is what we make it! There is no one definition of debate. 

The purpose of this manual is to help offer you the knowledge to create the base to 
be an effective critical debater.  I will use K, Kritik, critique, critical, and Kritical all 
interchangeably to mean the same thing.  You shouldn’t cite this manual as evidence 
in a debate round. You should use the arguments from the manual against your 
opponents in debate rounds.  This manual is primarily for students who compete in 
cross‐examination or policy debate on the high school and college level. 

There are many different perspectives on when the “Kritik” was first utilized in 
college debate.  I have heard a few different stories.  All I can do is go with my story 
on how I was attracted to this type of debate.  I was a former SIU debater under the 
direction of Bile.  When I arrived at SIU, they were doing something unique in 
debate.  In the final round of CEDA in 1989, they played what we called Jazz.  Instead 
of debating out the legal precedence of law with Gonzaga, SIU made an argument 
that law is patriarchial and that we must question those notions before we can 
discuss what is “just”.  I got involved in the environmental ethic argument and found 
this concept of holism that was rather attractive and seemed like something to grasp 
onto.  To add a little history and context, though, a group of debaters at the 
University of Texas in the 90's began to call some of their arguments "kritiks" to 
distinguish them from counter‐plans, disadvantages, and other traditional 
arguments being used at the time.  Working with coach Shanahan, Brody, McBride, 
Emerson, McPherson and many others started to bring philosophy more explicitly 
into policy debates by attacking the underlying assumptions of the debate and their 
opponent's arguments instead of taking the policy calculus and the agent of action 
for granted." I think Hester has a story on “putting the K in debate”.  

Debate has changed.  There were times when some people were/are really good at a 
specific type of debate.  As they get better at this type of debate, its logical that they 
would want debate to be what they were good at.  The same is true for the critical 
debater.  They would rather debate be something else that gives them a chance.  
Neither side is wrong; the question is who can best defend what they do.  Even I was 
taught that debate was stock issues.  Five prima‐facia issues, like it was all in clear 
bright‐lines.  But as time has passed, debate has changed.  The technology, the 
people, the methods and world predicaments have all evolved. 

Not every debater can fit into the square hole of policy debate.  Some people need 
round holes, or obtuse ones or no hole at all.  I think each debater brings their own 
style to debate.  The question is, do they take up a method of debate that allows 
them to access that style? 

I also advise you to read Sun Tzu’s Art of War.  One important thing is to respect 
policy debate, especially when it is done well.  You must assume every round your 



opponent will be at their best.  Two things rise to the top in a good debate.  Who has 
a good argument and who has good evidence to support their argument?



We are all performance teams….It’s all a performance…… 

The best K debaters are the ones who understand how people misinterpret what K 
debaters do, and how most arguments made against critical positions only function 
around false stereotypes. As you will see, if you do not engage in faulty K debate, 
then most of the common theory arguments to dismiss criticisms have no impact on 
your argument.  Stay ahead of the curve.  What are people mostly saying, and how 
do I avoid debating it or, how do I defeat it soundly? As you utilize this guide, you 
will see how you can play off of the misinformed perspectives people have about K 
debaters.  Much of this comes from people wanting to not go in the square hole, but 
lack the knowledge and experience to take up the best method.  And thus we have 
bad K debate, just like we have bad policy debate. 

What is a Kritik?  I do not want to give an exclusionary example that would prevent 
certain arguments from being a Kritik.  Traditionally, in debate we were taught the 
basic 5 prima‐facia issues that must be met to have a legitimate affirmative.  Many 
arguments were what I would call process‐oriented arguments.  As people were 
taught to have advantages to their plan, and disadvantages to the other teams plans.  
There then became the common theme of having a few components of a 
(dis)advantage that include – A: Link.  B: Uniqueness C: Brink D: Impact or LUBI.   
The ability to have uniqueness within your argument was a key deciding factor for 
many debates.  People would determine do you have a unique advantage or 
disadvantage.  For many years in debate, just an impact of causing economic 
downturn and more unemployment was enough to win debates.  Then one day 
someone realized that what we would fear the most is a war.  This impact grew to 
an escalating war that would then turn nuclear.  It was the drive to find the biggest 
impact that could affect the most people.  But it was also along the same 
methodological lines as the scare tactics utilized during the cold war.  So for many 
years, people would look for a unique link to the risk of a nuclear war.  There were 
people who would argue racism as an impact, but many times because racism exists, 
and is hard to measure, the risk of a unique link to a nuclear war outweighed 
incremental mitigations of racism.  The same could be said for sexism or 
homophobia.  So what is a critique?  It is the criticizing of the values/ideals 
/philosophy embodied within the basic support for the plan.   This could be an 
examination of modes, methods, ontologies, ethics, discourse or solutions.  What 
made it very hard for these impacts to be included in debate is how they compare to 
asking the question “Does plan solve?”.  So there has always been a need to try and 
have “solvency” in debate, which means that if you deal with problems that cannot 
be “solved”, then it was hard to win a debate.  Especially when people learn to use 
arguments like time‐frame to say that we need to worry about this short‐term 
impact that we can calculate, rather than impacts that we can never see solution or 
final impact from.  So when you read a critique and the other team reads 
“calculability good”, you can see where such an argument gets its strategic base. 

 

 



IS DEBATE A GAME OR A TRAINING GROUND FOR ADVOCACY? 

Is debate a game or is it a place to practice advocacy?  This is where I find a lot of 
people decide they would rather be a K debater than a policy debater.  It’s okay to be 
both, but there are only so many tournaments and so much prep, and not everyone 
has those resources.  That’s either a personal choice, or one dictated by coaches.  But 
for those who choose an alternative style of debate, I offer you the Kritical Debaters 
Handbook.  In my opinion, many policy debaters refuse to try and read the literature 
of the philosophical K, and find themselves staring at evidence that they cannot 
comprehend.  At most they look at a word on the block and hope they have a file to 
match it.  I see this as a challenge of intellect.  As a debater, it feels so great to know 
the other team cannot understand what your arguments are.  The challenge is this: 

CAN I GO THROUGH THE EXTENSIVELY TESTED AND WIDELY ACCEPTED 
TRADITIONAL POLICY DEBATE ARGUMENTS AND NOT DROP ANYTHING?  

That really is the challenge.  So you have to be ready.  This guide is an attempt to tell 
you what the commonly used arguments are and I hope to provide some insight on 
how to best address the bad ones and make the good ones.  I try to provide a lot of 
checklists and lists of things to be prepared for. 

Common Stereotypes: 

K debaters are lazy 

You say you win because you dance 

You say you win because you’re oppressed. (Oppression Olympics) 

K debaters are cheaters 

K’s don’t do anything 

 



ARGUMENT: 

What is the difference between your argument and my argument, and why is that 
important? 

One thing you will find about my advice in relation to the way debate arguments are 
constructed revolves around notions of absolutism.  If you can learn how to criticize 
arguments that foreclose thinking, you have made your first big step in being a 
critical debater. When I debated we referred to this as holism. 

A good argument is a good argument.  I think it’s called a Kritik because it’s not 
about those things that can be measured objectively, and thus, can be written off in 
favor of more “tangible” things that people have decided to be real or true.  A good 
argument says that: 

a. Your literature is bad/your theories/schools of thought etc. 
b. You don’t solve – a better K has a Kritik of the idea of “solvency” 
c. You make things worse/Impacts inevitable absent “alt”  
d. This is the most important thing in this debate  ‐‐ IE – Impact calculus 

There is much debate about “do you need an alternative?”  In my view, the theories 
about how the components of the K should function are only responses to the 
methods chosen by the policy debaters to answer the K.  At first it was framework, 
as though a K wasn’t an argument.  Then, it was just the permutation, pass the plan 
and say X is bad.  Then, the K response was, “well if that is all that can beat me, 1nr 
will make sure we will not lose the perm.”  After 1ar’s decided this was too much, 
another strategy came along: “What’s the alternative?”  Then, the standard response 
by the affirmative was that the negative was stuck with the status quo.  So, the K 
response was rather lucid, alternatives like “We should all love each other” or “we 
should void our life of “desire”” or “we should embrace our insecurities”.  There was 
no way for these alternatives to be actualized, which resulted in the categorization 
of K debate as too “Utopian”, which sparked the argument “utopian alternatives are 
abusive”.  But K debaters dug a little deeper.  Along with having this debate about 
your criticism, you were also forced to beat the policy teams on this “framework” 
debate, or otherwise it becomes a silver bullet against your broad‐based argument.  
Then some debaters tried the floating pic (plan inclusive counter‐plan). “We support 
all of your affirmative except your representations”, and then argued there were 
representations in the 1ac that would make the plan worse.  The floating pics theory 
blocks became as popular as Mead cards then, so the K debater made another move.  
This time the alternative changed to rejecting the affirmative.  Sounds simple right?  
With this strategy, your purpose is to prove that there are benefits to rejecting the 
affirmative form of politics. 

The alternative is to reject the affirmative because they have a bad form of “politics”. 

The term politics is such a broad term, that you can then access many reasons why 
their policy was bad.  Use of the State, ontology, epistemology, or ethics….just a few 



examples of where you can find a place to disagree, and then be prepared to argue 
why this is most important. 

I will say that there are strategic reasons to use the alternative like a counter‐plan.  
For years the K debater was trying to use their impacts to outweigh the affirmative, 
and this was such an uphill struggle.  But then if you get strategic, you can make it a 
downhill joyride.  If the alternative solves the affirmative, then you only have to win 
impacts to the affirmative from your links that the alternative does not link too.  
This type of K debating is much more functional in front of people who have been 
deciding debates of plan vs. counter‐plan…it is one way they can not totally 
comprehend the K, but still be able to see that it is preferable to the affirmative.  
This is also a good explanation as to why word exclusion counter‐plans are good.  
You rewrite the plan without a particular word in it, and then have arguments as to 
why this word you left out is a bad word and not using it is better.  People also use 
the “erasure” method, where they have a counter‐plan that puts the word under 
erasure.  (Derrida)  Some people draw lines through the debatable words in their 
plan, and are ready to argue erasure solves better than doing the plan without the 
word.  (IE – don’t forget the past is one argument). 

There is no one‐way to be a K debater, you really have to see the different strategies, 
and choose those wisely based upon the evidence and the argument you want to 
make. 

A common strategy for any argument based game is that if I am affirmative, 
and I can prove your arguments don’t disagree with me, then you did not 
refute my argument.  In competitive debate we call this the no link and the 
permutation. 

A common strategy on the negative is to find one small place to disagree, but 
really exploit it.  Strategies that attempt to deny everything the affirmative 
says will be an uphill battle. 

Straight from the Bile: 

Negative Cx of 1AC – 2N “Do I have to disagree with everything you say?” 

1A – “NO”  (I mean wouldn’t they look abusive if they said yes – Neg could never 
win) 

2N – “Who gets to choose where we disagree?” 

1A – “You do” (If they say they do, once again Neg could never win) 

And there you have it.  I choose to disagree with: 

Their Language choice – IE  Language Kritiks 

Their Methodology ‐ IE Method Kritiks 



Their representations – IE  Representations Kritiks 

Their philosophy – IE ….. it’s never ending…..There are infinite ways to disagree. 

This sounds like a good affirmative whine against the K right? .....wrong……the next 
step is important.  Why is this place where you disagree important?  The real 
question becomes, why is it more important than the “plan”? 

When I attempt to determine what would be a good affirmative or negative 
argument.  I spend time analyzing what everyone else is saying, and construct a 
logical argument in my head/or on paper, and then go out and find the evidence to 
support what I want to say.  IE – See it as a debate argument, not just an author or 
evidence.  After you see how you will utilize this argument you have created, find 
the evidence that helps you engage the key part of the debate that you have 
determined to be important places of departure.  Sometimes you will find that much 
of what you have to say is from the same author, but that only causes people to think 
your argument is “author” based rather then created as a competitive debate 
argument.  

My advice on using the guide is to read it once.  Then choose your argument and go 
back and read it again.  It’s okay to use the paragraphs or sentences from this guide 
as your argument, I would prefer this much more than saying “Massey, 2011” before 
you made the argument.  Don’t waste your time with the cite, this guy is probably 
not as credible as you. 



RESEARCH: 
Choose an area of the library – You need evidence to survive the debate after the 
debate.  What is that?  That is when the judge(s) take 20 – 30 minutes making their 
decision(s) and need evidence to read to be refreshed on the arguments.   The best K 
teams are great researchers.  But it really means they see what is needed for 
arguments, and then go out and find an argument and the literature that supports it.  
I can’t take the time to tell you how to be a great researcher in this volume.  I will say 
that you need to spend time at the library, or create your own.  There seems to be 
some unique value in books that helps critical debaters.  There are a lot of books 
online of course, but there are so many more that are not.  If your stuff is from 
books, people have a more difficult time poking holes in what you say. If your stuff is 
from online sources, your opponents can read your whole argument and articles 
before they debate you, and the best K debaters know how to take your stuff, and 
lock you into a link in defense of something.  A good Kritik always has a link.  You 
have to do the research to have those links.  In doing your research, remember a 
good Kritik is a good argument.  As a debater, you must get good at something, 
before you can be good at anything.  Logical right?  In other words, take an 
argument and stick with it until you make it win.  Sometimes it takes a year, and 
sometimes it takes a weekend.  Don’t invest time in an argument, then toss it aside 
after not succeeding with it at first.  Keep with it.  This is where research becomes 
important.  If you really know your area of the library, as soon as the other team 
mentions the name of an author, you should know what the most and best 
arguments that could be made by that author.   If you haven’t read it, then get the 
citation, and make sure you read it as soon as possible.  Keep researching.  One 
benefit you have as a kritik debater that is strategic is most traditional policy debate 
arguments that are framework or topicality do not have a lot of evidence to support 
their substantive debate, while the K teams have evidence rather than theory blocks. 

Spend time at the shelves. 

This is where great K debaters sprout, is at the shelves of the real library.  Don’t jot 
down the call numbers and go to each call number.  Jot down the call numbers, and 
then spend time in that whole section of the library.  Lay your bag down.  Set up 
camp. 

Step 1 – Pull off all books that seem either new or relevant. 

To determine new, it’s easy, look for the very white book tag/call number.  The 
whiter it is, the newer the book.  Look at all new books  (last 2 years) even if the title 
is not that crafty.  I usually look on the index in the back of the book to see if there 
are key words and then look at the chapters. 

Step 2 – Sort out the junk.   

This is where you then go through the 20 books you pulled of the shelf to take the 
time to see if it’s worth checking out or skimming.  I can usually tell how an author 
writes by reading a few pages, to determine if they will be saying what I need. 



Step 3 – Finding argument components, not paragraphs 

It is okay to soak up the knowledge each and every book offers, but you don’t have 
time to put each component of knowledge into evidence.  If the writing is 
explanatory or “fact based”, then you don’t really need it as evidence.  This is why I 
like to flush out my whole argument  (draw it out in a chart with answers to etc.), 
and then when I read, if it doesn’t fall into a part of my argument structure, then I 
don’t “cut it” as evidence, I soak up the knowledge. 

Step 4 Finish! 

Don’t be the one who always had stuff on their jump drive or had the cards cut, but 
no tags.  You have to finish.  You can’t do everything at once, so you have to set down 
and do small projects that result in finished usable items.  Don’t take on new 
projects until you can finish the one you’re on.  Otherwise yo’re always only halfway 
ready. 

 

RESEARCH TIPS 

‐ Follow the footnotes, they lead you to great places 
‐ Books have the best “answers to”… 
‐ Don’t cut everything, just read everything (know what can possibly be 

said) 
‐ Think of your argument as a debate argument first, then find the 

evidence 
‐ Don’t cut a losing piece of evidence….find a better one… 
‐ Go to “google” and type in exactly what you want it to say  (you will be 

surprised) 
‐ Use “quotes” in your searches 
‐ Be thorough…If you want to own the argument you have to know most 

of what is said…when they say an authors name, you should already 
know their argument 

‐ Get cites/Use wikis to make sure your seeing what other people have 



DEBATE ABOUT DEBATE: 
As I said earlier, Debate is what we make it.  Many debates that involve the K include 
an aspect of a “debate about debate” to help understand how the arguments 
compete with each other.  I see these debates as unnecessary, but they must be 
comprehended if you ever want your argument to have impact in the debate.  In my 
experience, once you understand how to beat these arguments, your win percentage 
will increase dramatically.  This is the gateway to victories with Kritical debate. 

Switch side debate:  Much of my information I infer in the following discussion is in 
the Hicks and Green article Lost Convictions. 

Back in 1954 there was turbulence in the NDT Community concerning the topic. 

Burns claims that the framers of the resolution did not think debaters would 
succumb to Communist propaganda and argue China good, there was an assumption 
that people would argue we must pull China away from Moscow.  

The debate about debate occurred for about 10 years, and then in 1964 McCrosky 
and Klopf declared the debate about debate closed.  It wasn’t really closed, they just 
declared it closed.  Since then, there hasn’t been much debate about switch side 
debate in the literature beyond the Muir article and the Hicks and Green article.  I do 
have a thorough list in the “Debate about Debate” Bibliography. 

My perspective on advocacy overrides my love for “the game” of debate.  I feel like 
that the best way to critically test arguments or ideas cannot be found in the head‐
on denial of yes/no or good/bad.  As the arguments play out for switch side debate, 
they begin with the concept that the best way to learn about something is to 
research both sides of the issue.  One of the best arguments for “switch side” debate 
is based upon this concept of learning the most about something.  However, the key 
question becomes should a student have to verbalize things they disagree with?  
Should you publicly utter racism is good for the purpose of having a debate?  The 
part about learning both sides can happen without actually saying it in the debate, 
the desire to win in debate forces you into researching both sides.   Do you really 
need to utter things you disagree with?  I feel that you should not, especially in 
debate.  If you are an individual that has experienced any form of oppression, why 
would you want to play the role of the oppressor?   This is where I also feel critical 
thinking can be better tested.  We don’t have to disagree that sexism exists and is 
bad, we can disagree on how we should combat it.  It’s where you disagree that 
becomes important.  Just saying yes/no stifles creative thinking that can really offer 
functional helpful tests for critical ideas.   



Here are some good arguments for why defending something you disagree 
with is bad!  (all debatable of course) 

1. Public utterance is public commitment – should not separate speech from 
conviction 

2. Policy debate is public debate – when we separate is when admin sees as a game 
and debate dies  

3. Should not value technique over substance – There are times where substance 
should be secondary. 

4. Speaking/Verbalizing evils does not help to understand, but draws one close to 
the middle 

5. Technique in debate does not translate into effective communication skills 

6. Focus on technique is exclusionary on all levels – HS/college/and judging pool 

8. Should not divorce the rhetorical from the dialectical 

9. Without conviction, narrow topics do not result in a positive educational 
experience 

10. Should not decouple the sincerity principle from argument presented by debater 

11. Accepting strict notions of switch side debate forces one to replace beliefs with 
appreciation for the process. 

Is debate rhetorical or dialectical? 

My contention in this debate is that it is both.  To have effective agency outside of 
debate for most who participate, we need to respect the rhetorical and dialectical 
benefits of debate. 

Is competitive debate “public debate”? 

My contention is in line with Murphy’s contention that a public utterance is a public 
commitment. We contend that discourse does create reality, and those who watch 
the debates are definitely effected.  The desire to create the public/private 
dichotomy should be resisted for many significant reasons. 



Should debaters be forced into arguing for what you disagree with and 
separate conviction from speech? 

My position is that debate can be a training ground for discussing those issues that 
are important to you, and give you agency for dealing with your own personal 
oppressions and inequalities.  We also contend that we will always debate negative, 
and feel that going negative, doing research, and having discussion is a place where 
you can get all of the theoretical benefits of switch side debating, without uttering 
the very words that foster personal oppression. 

Is it important to Verbalize things you disagree with? 

My contention is that this verbalization serves to pull a student to the center, thus 
explaining the role of debate as a form of cultural technology.  Resolutions are 
designed to portray an aura of inclusiveness, while serving to only allow one side to 
be heard.  My contention is that speaking affirmative is where you find conviction, 
and the advantages of learning to effectively address oppression that effects your 
own personal agency is better than attempting to acquire a nebulous method of 
verbalizing that serves as a tool to coopt radical beliefs. 

PARTICIPATION VS. COMPETITION 

Participation is more important than competition.  The benefits of an educational 
form of debate being able to access more people is better than a bankrupt form of 
education that is accessed by less people. 

My contention is that one of the overarching problems with emphasis on the 
game strategy of switch side debate was the problem of elevating technique 
over substance. 

Debate has made a turn from the game envisioned in switch side to the modeling of 
policy makers in the legislative halls.  The reason for claiming it is OK to value 
technique over substance was because we were not modeling the legislative halls, 
and are creating our own game.  Now many debaters construct arguments 
attempting to equate our forum with the legislative halls, and thus offering a method 
of education that has been deemed un‐accessible by past proponents of switch side 
debating. 

Using switch side debate to force students to defend views that are not their own is 
attempting to use debate to produce the liberal citizen, thus treating debaters as 
“subjects” to be converted one at a time to become a tool of global governance using 
universal norms for the exceptionalist subject to govern the world. There is a good 
debate to be had about if this is good or bad. 



STRICT SWITCH SIDE DEBATE MAKES DEBATE A FORM OF CULTURAL 
TECHNOLOGY 

The debate about debate highlights how communication becomes an object, 
instrument, and field of cultural governance.  This is a production in the power of 
cultural governance through three mechanisms  

1. To separate speech from conviction 
2. Decouple sincerity principle from argument presented by debater. 
3. Forces one to replace beliefs with appreciation for the process 

 

ANSWERS TO MUIR 

Muir’s support for switch side debate is based upon universal norms such as 
tolerance and pluralism, though Muir attempts to claim that debate maintains a 
sense of moral development.  We must examine how Muir reassigns conviction to 
the process of generating morally sound judgment.  Muir sees switch side debate as 
a tool for deliberative democracy and game of freedom.  This notion of switch side 
debate pre‐configures a deliberative moral theory of democracy. 

I will also make it known that there was a moment before the merger where people  
attempted to produce publications to try and promote NDT debate over CEDA 
debate, and other forms of debate, because of the incredible shrinkage of the NDT 
debate community.  So some of these writings had a purpose at the time that wasn’t 
far from Madison Avenue. 

There is no rulebook on debate, nor is it totally agreed upon that we are doing 
“switch side debate”.  In the past, resolutions were very generic, and people just 
basically affirmed the resolution.  Most affirmatives were the same.  Now that we 
have a generic (but specific) resolution, and people inductively infer their plan as 
affirming the resolution, we aren’t switching sides on a generic issue; we are 
debating whatever the affirmative says. 

If you are arguing racisms exists, and the other teams says switch side debate good, 
you say “switch sides then”…and argue that the claim to know is how we keep 
racism hidden.  Those arguments where debaters claim their only ground is “racism 
bad” is a double turn to their switch side debate good arguments. 



FRAMEWORK 
Framework: There is no one meaning to ‘Framework’, it depends on how it is 
being used in the debate. 

This argument has become quiet common in many debates.  For me, I feel it is just 
an impact debate, but for many it becomes a rules type argument.  The idea that 
some issues have no relevance because of the creation of a false bright‐line that 
creates a distinction between what impacts count and which ones don’t isn’t very 
logical to me.  When I debated there was this debate about whether you can 
separate values from policies.  Most critical thinkers would agree that these two are 
inseparable.   

Obviously, when K debaters say fiat is illusory, the policy debaters are not blown 
away, but rather feel as though we agree to pretend to be policymakers.  So the first 
decision you make as you prepare for debates is “Who are we? What are we doing?” 

Do I want to play in a world of Fiat?   

CX question: Will your plan be passed?  Will you defend the USFG doing your plan? 

You have to be prepared to answer these questions without wavering.  Most K teams 
lose many debates on framework or alt theory because they are not consistent in 
how they jump through the policy 101 gauntlet of arguments and assumptions. 

Example:  If you are going to “K” up the impacts the negative reads, i.e., nuclear war 
scenarios or environmental collapse….then its okay to give the other team ground to 
make those arguments, just make sure you stay tight on making sure they get no 
leaps of logic within their evidence as they move through their link chains to reach 
their impacts.  But there is no need to say “no link” to the argument that you do 
something if you can beat the argument other ways. 

Some people like to see framework as place where you can argue a whole 
conglomeration of things and hope that in the end, they can argue they are one of 
those things, and thus their approach is better.  Examples:  Realism good, or 
predictions good, or securitization good or pragmatism good or utilitarianism good 
or fear of death good……….there are more, but I think you get the point.  You need to 
be able to address these arguments with a method. 

My first suggestion is have a K of the idea of framework.  This can be utilized as 
offense against the way they are using whatever arguments they choose.  Some 
arguments would be generic “rules bad” arguments, or exclusionary ideologies bad.   

My second suggestion is to use the language of debate when necessary.  Example – 
Who controls uniqueness on framework?  Well?  The US has been at war every year 
since its inception.  We have many small wars around the globe, environmental 
crises, natural disasters pushed by those environmental consequences, economic 
downturns and spirals.  More wars are likely to gain control of the oil to feed the US 



petroleum culture.  And this is where their “framework” ideologies have gotten us, 
so why would we continue? ...The K debater controls uniqueness on framework. 

Now, lets get more specific: What about debate?  Well most of the people that 
succeed in the current dominant/popular method of policy debate are many times 
privileged and have many weeks of summer camp, are white and male.  Many of the 
arguments in the debate about debate will work to help you on what the current 
form of debate teaches you.  What are we doing?  What is our purpose?  What is 
education? 

As a K debater, you want to punish people for arguing framework.  To do this, you 
need to be ready to be on the attack when they reveal their “framework” 
interpretation.  

WHAT IS POLITICS OR A POLITICAL ACT? 
This is an important question for debaters.  If someone uses sexist or racist 
language, is that good politics?  Does it effect if plan will solve or not?  I once heard a 
judge tell a debater that if one team used racist language, but the plan solved, then 
he would vote for the plan, but dock their speaker points.   To me, this leads us into a 
discussion about “in round impacts”.  This may be one of the ways kritiks made their 
way into debate.  It became strategic to only go for sexist language in the debate if 
the other team used blatant sexist language.   People would argue that discourse is 
the most important because what happens in the debate are the only “real” impacts 
in the debate.  Sexist/Racist/Homophobic language creates an unwelcome and 
unfair playing field for those whom such language does violence against.  To me, all 
debate speeches are political, and the decision has a lot to do with politics.  A larger 
question is one that investigates how ethics, discourse, epistemology, ontology or 
performance defines the political act.  The plan can only aspire to the value of the 
political act attempting to support it.  This is where your research would attempt to 
be better than theirs on how much of a role the area you choose to disagree at has 
on the success of the political act.  There are so many ways to investigate the 
“political”.  

FORCE THE LINK BETWEEN THEIR FRAMEWORK EVIDENCE AND THEIR 
PARTICULAR ACTION 
Every framework argument they make should be forced to tie itself to the politics of 
the 1ac.  They may read 100 cards on how there are good policy actions, and how we 
need policy, but it’s a question of their policy.  Keep tight on this debate.  This is 
where CX becomes important once again.  

THE RISK OF A LINK 
I never liked this concept very much, either there is a link, or there is not.  However, 
many people disagree.  There are many ways that smart policy teams are now 
putting together more substantive arguments into their framework argument.  
Combining this idea that the negative K has to defend the status quo and that there 
is a chance the affirmative might accidently mitigate a larger problem in a risk 
calculus.  There are many different ways to say we must act.  There are also some 



common arguments that say Kritiks do nothing, and we need critique and action.  
These are the kind of debates where K debaters get stuck with weighing their “non‐
unique” impacts against the “risk” of a link the affirmative may have to some large 
extinction impact.  Many judges fall on the side of extinction when this happens.  
This means you need to stay focused on what is the most important issue in the 
debate.  This also means you can’t just spot them extinction.  When they say 100% 
risk of extinction, you have failed to do your part in indicting their arguments.  Be 
real.  There is no way any affirmative on any topic implemented would actually 
“solve” extinction, ever.  That’s moronic and only in debate does that make sense.  
It’s your job to make sure it doesn’t make sense.  You have to indict their impact by 
claiming their evidence doesn’t say it will occur.  You then have to make sure you 
prove there is no internal link in how their affirmative could actually be the single 
factor in addressing extinction. YOU CANNOT SPOT THEM THEIR ADVANTAGES OR 
THEIR DISADVANTAGES.  Then you should also have some things to say about the 
ideology behind the politics of fear utilized by their authors.  For a lot of this you 
don’t need evidence.  Read the “makes no sense DA” if you have to. 

Predictions debate:  Realism debate: (Mearsheimer and Murray) Science good 
debate: Utilitarianism debate: 

All of these are debates you need to be ready to answer.  Some of Mearsheimer’s 
arguments say we need to pretend to be role players.  This is somewhat of a debate 
about debate argument.  Your answer should be slanted towards claiming that even 
if we were “role‐playing”, that does not deny that we should not learn in the debate 
rounds how certain ideologies/philosophies cause impacts in our world.  That 
argument would only supercharge your argument if you are intersecting with their 
idea of “political”.  If you are saying we are just debaters, and making other 
arguments that do not engage the “political”, then you open yourself up to more of 
the framework theory arguments most policy teams make against K teams. 



WHO CONTROLS POLITICS? 
Many people call this “cede the political.” This argument claims that if we do not 
engage in politics, then the right wing will take over, and all of the impacts you 
identify in your criticism will be worse.  Your answer to this argument has to be a 
uniqueness style argument.  Many people like to position themselves as not falling 
within the “evil” part of the political spectrum, while still endorsing the same type of 
policies.  You have to be able to defend why your position of not engaging politics, if 
you do  (hopefully your argument is about the political), and I think one position you 
can take is to argue that what you call the “political” is a very limited view of where 
politics happens.  But I think the best argument to make is that you are challenging 
those who they claim you would be ceding too, in this debate.   If you win the other 
teams arguments only reify the existing political system, then challenging their 
argument is a challenge to that political.  You’re not ceding, you are engaging.  This 
argument works best for the policy teams when you choose to not engage the “state” 
by doing such things as refusing to affirm the USFG.   Be prepared. 

Here is an example: 

Cedes power to aggressive and reactionary elites that will cause extinction 
absent political engagement  
Carl Boggs (Los Angeles Campus … Faculty Professor) 1997 “The Great Retreat”  
 

Another argument that dovetails with this one is: 

Arguing that representations determine reality destroys effective political 
action   

Jarvis, 00 (Darryl, lecturer in IR … and the challenge of postmodernism, 2000, p. 189‐) 
 



FRAMEWORK CENTRAL 

SAMPLE #1 ­ Framework – interpretation: The sole purpose of the ballot is to answer the 

resolutional question: is the enactment of a topical plan better than the status quo or a 

competitive policy option? 

This is an interesting description of what debate should be.  There is no place that 
makes it this.  There is no rulebook, or agency that carries such a rule out.   Is debate 
supposed to answer the resolutional question, or is the resolution just a fence the 
plan has to fall into?  Voting affirmative in a lot of debates does not answer the 
resolutional questions.  Most affirmatives are not adequate inductive logical steps 
that prove the general statement of the resolution true.  What am I saying?  I am 
saying that there are fallacies in logic that one must recognize when people want to 
start talking about whether we are debating the “truth” of the resolution.   

All birds can fly. 

An ostrich is a bird 

Therefore and ostrich can fly….. 

Most affirmatives are ostriches, not blue jays or robins, and thus are examples of the 
resolution, but not necessarily representative of the general truth of the resolution. 

 SAMPLE #2 ­ Framework: This debate is about evaluating if a topical plan is better than the 

status quo or a competitive policy option? 

Many people go out of their way to make sure we know this is “policy” debate.  We 
have the “policy debate “ round robin.  At first this distinction was one based on 
seeing the difference between CEDA and NDT.  Then the distinction was used to 
identify the difference between CEDA/NDT and Parliamentary debate.  Now it is 
being used to try and create distinctions between argument styles in the CEDA/NDT 
community.   

By accessing the affirmative through their “politics” you are evaluating if the topical 
plan is bad, but this phrase tries to make it only a uniqueness issue.  Once again, 
where does this type of thinking originate from that says this is the best way to 
compare something; this is answered by who controls uniqueness.  The simple, 
“your kritik is a non‐unique disadvantage” argument is used a lot here.  You have to 
learn how to argue that each incremental link makes the status quo worse.  
Remember, a good argument says you frame the problem badly, you don’t solve, and 
you make things worse.   Also, your purpose is to build in access points to their 
affirmative with your argument that allow you to void their framework arguments.  
They spend time on framework, while you’re spending time accessing their 
framework with your argument.  I really want to stress that most 
framework/topicality/K theory arguments are slanted towards “faulty” K debate 
and stereotypes.  If you can disconnect their theory (i.e., framework screens) from 



your argument, then you will win most of the time.  Here is your education turn, 
claim that this then forces teams to actually go out and research your argument.  
Once you get good at voiding their misinformed arguments, your success rate 
should rise dramatically. 

 
SAMPLE #3 ­ Our interpretation is that the negative gets to defend a competitive policy 
alternative  
a. Predictability – there are millions of representations that we can’t predict – the resolution 
says USFG so we should debate that – predictability is key to fairness  
b. Education – policy discussions foster better informed debate that can be adapted to the real 
world  
 
c. Switch side debate solves any risk of debate being unethical – their arguments are based in 
a lack of understanding of the activity and how it works to shape students ‐ Abbott,2009  
 

This is the type of framework argument where you should lean more on your 
framework Kritik.  This argument makes so many assumptions about a “Kritik”, 
including that  they are all the same or make the same arguments, or can all be put in 
one barrel at one time, because they’re not “policy arguments” and so they must be K 
arguments. 

So this argument is saying that the only way the negative can disagree, is with a 
counter‐plan.  Hmmm.  That’s it huh?  Seems somewhat abusive.  Obviously, if your 
argument is a case turn, it would compete.  This argument has such a narrow 
interpretation of politics. Most good Kritiks will criticize this narrow interpretation 
of politics, and should be ready to argue how this way of thinking/politics is bad. 

The argument that there are millions of representations are true, unfortunately the 
negative should be talking about the ones that were offered up in the 1ac.  They had 
9 minutes to speak, they chose what to say, that is called a political act.  Any 
arguments saying they are not stuck to their representations are pretty much 
legitimizing the affirmative severing links from the 1ac.   

Here are some common T/Framework authors people read. If you really want to be 
the amazing K debater you should know what each and every one of these authors 
say.  If you can find a camp framework file lying around, you can actually see how 
they are used.  Read these people. Study them.  If you are a K debater in high school 
and college, then you might as well get on with knowing the basic authors people 
read against you.  That is part of researching.   When they say one of these authors’ 
names, you should know what the evidence can say. 

Here are some very popular authors used against critical/alternative teams: 

Michael Ignatieff, 2004 ‐  Carr Professor of Human Rights Practice, Director of the Carr Center for Human Rights 
Policy at the JFK School of Government, Harvard University,  The Lesser Evil: Political Ethics in an Age of Terror, 
p. 20‐1  

Ruth Lessl Shively 2000 ‐  Associate Professor of Political Science at Texas A&M, Political Theory and Partisan 
Politics, p. 182‐3 



Adolf G. Gundersen, 2000 ‐ Associate Professor of Political Science at Texas A&M, Political Theory and Partisan 
Politics, p. 108‐9 

John Rawls. 1999, The Law of Peoples, p. 56‐57 

Alan Coverstone, 1995 ‐ "An Inward Glance: A Response To Mitchell's Outward Activist Turn," DRG, URL: 
http://www.wfu.edu/Student‐organizations/debate/MiscSites/DRGArticles/Coverstone1995China.htm 

Owen 02, University of Southampton (David, “Reorienting International Relations: On Pragmatism, Pluralism 
and Practical Reasoning”, Millennium: Journal of International Studies, Vol. 31, No. 3, 
http://mil.sagepub.com/cgi/reprint/31/3/653) 

Fine, 2000 ‐  Department  of Sociology Northwestern  University ‐ Gary, “GAMES AND TRUTHS: Learning To 
Construct Social Problems In High School Debate”, 103‐104. 
 
Boggs, 1997 ‐  Professor of Political Science, ’97 ‐ Carl, National University, Theory & Society 26, December, p. 
760‐1. 
Sankaran Krishna, 1993 ‐ Professor of Political Science at the University of Hawaii, Alternatives, v. 18 

Best and Kellner, 2001 ‐ Steven Best, Assoc. Prof Phil. And Human. U Texas and Douglas Kellner, Phil. Of Ed. 
Chair, “Postmodern Politics and the Battle for the Future,” Illuminations, 
www.uta.edu/huma/illuminations/kell28.htm 

Muir 1993 ‐ Star A. PHILOSOPHY AND RHETORIC, "A Defense of the Ethics of Contemporary Debate," v26, n4, 
p.288 

Shampa Biswas, 2007 ‐ Professor of Politics at Whitman College, December 2007, “Empire and Global Public 
Intellectuals: Reading Edward Said as an International Relations Theorist,” Millennium: Journal of International 
Studies, Vol. 36, No. 1, p. 124 

John J. Mearsheimer, 1995 ‐  Realism heavyweight champion, International Security, Vol. 20, No 

Alastair J.H. Murray, 1997 ‐  Politics AND Realism 

Fuyuki Kurusawa 2004’Constellations Vol 11 No. 4 

Todd May, 2005, PHILOSOPHY & SOCIAL CRITICISM • vol 31 nos 5–6 • pp. 517–531 

David E. McClean, 2001 ‐ The Cultural Left and the Limits of Social Hope ‐ Presented at the 2001 Annual Conference 
of the Society for the Advancement of American Philosophy. 

P. H. LIOTTA, 2005 ‐ Security Dialogue ‐ Vol. 36(1): 49–70 

 

 



CRITICAL FRAMEWORK ARGUMENTS IF YOU’RE NEGATIVE 
There is a time when you debate teams that will not defend anything.  This is one 
reason why the 1st Priority to 1st Americans argument was a successful debate 
argument.  Teams that choose to defend nothing, rely upon a meta‐argument that 
might say absolutes are bad.  Or we need to be in constant change.  (See Mann and 
DeLeuze and Guattari.) 

You need a critical argument that says not taking a stance on anything or constant 
deferral bad.  Some people like to make this argument in relation to a framework 
argument that might say lack of debate about politics or including everyone creates 
worse long‐term violence or that there are times we need to exclude to prevent 
violence.   If you are a person who feels you have to struggle day to day with 
oppression such as sexism or racism, then you should have an advantage over those 
who privilege just thinking or empty space in the place of a chance to engage in 
revolutionary politics. 

Raasch is one example.  This argument says that exclusions are good, and we must 
debate about issues, not let it be. 

Agonism good is another argument that would say they avoid the need for 
contestation. 

Hegemonic competition is more of a theory argument that would say the affirmative 
allows no space for you to debate, and will use that advantage to win a competition.  
This form of unfair competition can be identified as hegemonic as opposed to 
cooperative competition, where disagreeing is required. These are examples, and 
you may find your own.  Just make sure you have a strategy.  



TOPICALITY 

Words can bend. Words can be interpreted different ways.  Once a resolution is 
written, it is what it is.  There is no one standard “prediction” people make about 
legitimate arguments, only an expected rehashing of past arguments.  For high 
school debaters, the topics seem to be less politically created, and I find them much 
more accessible to creative and innovate debate.  I will identify some of the key 
debates you should be ready for when you read your affirmative.   

It baffles me at how the force of technology is ever changing our ability to research 
and access more information at a faster pace, people start to feel like we need to 
limit the possible interpretations of the topic.  Why do we want a limited topic? 

This is based upon the perspective that for us to have good, educational debate, we 
need to make sure the resolutions are narrow enough so that everyone would have 
evidence on all of the possible affirmatives.  If we allow too many affirmatives, then 
we can’t possibly research all of them.  It’s odd that people say this, but at the same 
time read the same scenarios and Mead evidence year after year.   

There is a larger abstract reason why I feel people like limited resolutions.  If you 
find a method and can become an expert in organizing and technically managing 
evidence in the debate, then a limited topic benefits your style.  Too me, there is a 
pedagogical reason why policy debaters prefer limited topics.  For kritik debaters, 
their arguments are broad enough to catch a large amount of possible affirmatives. 

Which leads to the question, are generic arguments good/bad for debate? 

I feel that a good argument is a good argument.  If something is so prominent that it 
applies to a lot of things, then maybe it should be discussed, rather than being 
written off as generic.  And, like I said, it’s not like the policy debate world is doing 
nothing more than regurgitating the same extinction scenarios year after year. 

Some people like to have offense on topicality.  I used to be of the school that said 
that we have to reject the topic, but have become more of a supporter of we can re‐
interpret the topic.  Maybe you want to “affirm the resolution of xxxxx (insert topic) 
as a metaphor for…...” 

You have to be creative, but you have to affirm something.  It really is an uphill 
battle to just reject the resolution. 

If you have an interpretation though, then you have the ability to have offense on the 
“competing interpretations” by claiming that the normative reasons you have to 
interpret the topic this way are more important than the competitive reasons you 
have for limiting the topic discussion.   

There are topics where there are debates about how we should interpret certain 
words that really do come down to normative reasons to prefer vs.  competing 
interpretations. 



Example #1‐ A topic that says to X “nations”…especially like Africa and Eastern 
Europe.  You have your affirmative that provides X to a people who are being denied 
“nationhood” and utilize their arguments in the literature on why they should be a 
nation as your topicality evidence. 

Example #2 – A topic that gives “development” assistance.  There are many authors 
who write that the term “development” is racist.  So if you choose to not be 
traditional modes of “development” assistance, you have some good reasons to 
prefer your interpretation that goes beyond how it limits the topic. 

Can you really choose one definition as being right over the other? 

This is where I think false dichotomies are created, when we attempt to ascertain 
one interpretation as a legitimate interpretation, but not the most limiting 
definition.  Should you really lose a debate for this?  You really need some “offense” 
on limiting interpretations.  One example is to argue the negative interpretations 
over‐limits, and their interpretations excludes important debate.  Weigh the amount 
of good in depth debate gained over the incremental amount of bad debate lost. 

Here is my bold statement for this section.  Topics are framed based upon 2 
important factors – What evidence is available (what does the mainstream literature 
say) and how would this work in debate  (what ground would negative and 
affirmative have)!  These 2 framing factors are a product of 
ideological/ontological/epistemological perspectives that are juxtaposed to other 
perspectives on these issues, but offered up in the resolutions as neutral.  The 
wording and “key phrases” force debaters to either to take up the mainstream side 
while on the affirmative, or have to debate the topicality gauntlet.  Not all topics are 
this way, nor is it in inherent in a debate topic.  But the current college topic process 
does suffer from this illness.  We should open up topics to allow the alternative 
literature base go affirmative.  When you’re negative, you answer the affirmative.  So 
radical/alternative/minority solutions to topic problem areas are never an 
affirmative option without having to debate topicality in most debates.   

In your defense of your interpretation on topicality there are 3 things you 
should be saying: 

­  Education is most important, not competitive equity. 

­  Participation is more important than competitive equity. 

­ Competitive equity from limiting the resolution is subjective and debatable.  
Your participation and education claims on a normative level are not. 
NORMATIVE REASONS TO PREFER YOUR INTERPRETATION OUTWEIGH THEIR 
FAIRNESS. 

 



THE TOPICALITY GAUNTLET! 

You need to be ready to walk through the gauntlet of perfected T arguments if you 
want to be a successful K debater.  My view is that you should win most or all of 
your negative rounds, and unstoppable success really depends on you having a good 
affirmative. So if you want to be good on the affirmative, one thing you have to be 
able to do is prove your argument as procedurally legitimate. 

Here are some things that you need to be aware of. 

1 – Be clear in CX what your affirmative affirms.  If you are shady, inconsistent or 
abusive, you will be punished when debating a debater that is good at winning the 
argument that you have to be about the resolution.  Cross Examination is your pass 
or your death sentence. 

2 – Don’t “NO‐LINK” out of arguments.  You should engage in more “NO INTERNAL 
LINK” style arguments.   Be honest, if people are reading Mead or Bearden, why not 
go after the part of the argument that says once you link, you cause nuclear war.  
Every time you set up to answer a negative argument, you must think about how 
this will interact with topicality. 

3 – Be ready to identify debatable negative ground.  This is important to a lot of 
critics.  Make sure you identify arguments that most teams are reading on the 
negative. 

4 – Be ready to explain how your interpretation of the topic neither explodes the 
topic, nor over‐limits the topic. This also means you should always have an 
interpretation of the topic. 

5 – If you do not read a plan, be ready to make arguments that would ultimately say 
“critical ground” is more important than counter‐plan ground.  You are saying that 
process style arguments remove discussion away from understanding the issues.  
The typically “yes we know that, let’s do something about it” should not fly here.  
Your argument needs to be that “action” without true understanding either pacifies 
our need for real change, or results in negative consequences. 

6 – Know the history of debate and you will get by much easier.  Back in the early 
90’s in CEDA some people were reading plans, while others were not.  The 
community was huge then.  There were over 300 teams at CEDA Nationals.  The 
diversity of approach in the resolution brought debate to its highest participation 
numbers.  Now the attempt to say we must debate like “X” only takes us back to the 
days where anyone can qualify for the NDT because we don’t have many schools 
doing NDT debate.  Who can NDT merge with next, once the “CEDA style” has 
phased out?  (It won’t—PuttingtheKindebate) 

7 – Have reasons why your method of affirming the resolution is good for debate. 



 

There are some arguments that most teams who read topicality might make.  Now 
many times these will overlap with framework arguments.  What you need to do is 
be ready to debate them and have your answers written down. 

You can say it on the negative 

There is a topical version of your aff 

Extra –Topical 

Effects Topical 

Gotta have a Plan 

A Spec 

Discourse is extra­topical 

Rules good 

Debating about the state good 



 

DEBATING AFFIRMATIVE: 
My view of how to debate critically on the affirmative has changed over the years.   
There were times when I felt like the resolution was just a bad idea, and thought 
that arguments saying reject the resolution on the affirmative were legitimate.  I 
owe a lot to Shanahan because he and I had some heated arguments about some 
issues, and one thing I learned is that you should warp the meaning of the topic, 
rather than say it has the power to shut you out. 

NOT ALL CRITICAL AFFIRMATIVES THAT TALK ABOUT OPPRESSION OR 
DISCRIMINATION ARE PROJECTS! 

Be ready to play off of this. This is a common mistake people want to make against K 
affirmatives, so they can find their “project strategies” from the 1990’s.  Yes, some 
teams used to call their argument a project.  But that does not mean you are one.  
Remember, when people cannot find direct arguments against you, they will 
try and control the framing of the debate, and constantly represent you as 
something you are not.  This is one of the biggest challenges as a K debater, 
especially on the affirmative.  You need to control the framing of what you do and 
what you say, which begins with a good CX and a consistent interpretation of your 
affirmative.   

View of what you can do: 

Criticize it/Reject It or The glass ceiling of ideology: This is where people say “the 
resolution says x” and we don’t want to say that, vote affirmative to reject the 
resolution. 

Poke Fun at it:  These types of methods could use satire, irony, metaphors or other 
methods of attempting to over‐identify with the resolution as people might say. 

Re‐interpret:  This is where the best critical debaters find their spot.  Once again, 
you make yourself topical, but at the same time find critical ways to leverage how 
your interpretation of the topic is normatively better, and use the 
benefits/advantages from your criticism/affirmative as way to impact turn their 
interpretation.   

Some strategies involve using statements like “The purpose of this debate” or “The 
framework for this debate is”…….  What you do strategically is get ready to go big in 
the 2nd constructives and rebuttals on why your X statement should be the focus, 
and taking on the perspective that you will not lose this debate.  Then if they don’t 
debate you there, it’s an easy win.  If they do, you should be ready.  That is debate. 

Common questions/areas of concern you should have when writing a critical 
affirmative! 

Do I read a plan? 



Will I link to the statism debate? 

Will I be able to compete with the best K debater? 

What is my answer to framework? 

What is my answer to topicality? 

How will I outweigh/frame short‐term disads? 

Can I identify negative ground? 

How will I address counterplans/counter‐advocacies? 

How will I answer the capitalism kritik? 

Cross X is so important for the K debater.  You live and die by CX.  You can’t say you 
will defend “passage of plan” but then say no link “we don’t pass plan” as your first 
answer to DA’s or CP’s.  (DA – Disadvantage ‐‐‐‐ CP – Counterplan) 

This brings me to the next thing to consider when reading a Plan, you will have to 
combat counter‐plans.  Good policy debaters have a storage closet full of various 
executive order (XO) counter‐plans, states counter‐plans, courts counter‐plans….so 
if you read a plan, you have to consider how do I defend against these arguments? 

If you choose to read a plan, one strategy is to say that ontology or ethics come first, 
and if your plan can be legitimated on an ontological level, then you would want to 
be prepared to argue that this is what is most important i.e., ontology comes 1st.  You 
would claim this debate comes before looking at the impacts of the plan. 

Some people try to be critical by reading a plan with critical impacts.  One thing to 
consider is that if you debate the best K teams, you most likely will suffer from your 
own cognizance of knowing that you link.  If you have critical impacts, then an 
alternative that is K based will probably solve your affirmative impacts better than 
using the “state” per se.   

You have to make those strategic decisions.  Figure out where you would like to 
force the debate.  If you would rather have “gotta have a plan” debate than a “CP of 
the week” debate, then you should not read a plan.   

 



STRATEGIC AFFIRMATIVE THINKING! 
When you write your affirmative, taking into consideration the items above is very 
important.  Here are a couple of samples on how to strategically approach your 
affirmative. 

NUKE WAR/EXTINCTION INEVITABLE APPROCH  (VOID THE DA IMPACTS) 

This type of approach says we are all going to die, so impacts about death are 
irrelevant.  What is most important is X….might it be whiteness/value to life etc… 

Then you argue how the securitization/fear of death/nuke war/violence etc…. are 
rooted in the inability to understand “value to life” or whiteness…….. 

The strategy here is that if you win their impacts are inevitable, and only by focusing 
on your affirmative can we address those problems, then the only escape from the 
“negative” impacts is through the affirmative. 

IMPORTANT COMPONENTS OF YOUR AFF K STRATEGY 
In combination with this approach, you need leverage on how the current “political” 
or policy‐making system fails us in your affirmative area.  And that “framing” type of 
arguments that attempt to exclude certain ideologies perpetuate domination, 
oppression and imperialism or whatever impacts you choose in your affirmative. 

What this does is put you ahead on the evidence side of the debate in the 1ac, rather 
than forcing the 2ac to read so much evidence.  This also gives the 1ar a pre‐prepped 
argument extension.  One thing you should do for your affirmative is have your pre‐
written extensions to key arguments you want in the 2ar vs. negative off case 
positions, where the 1ar prep for them is short, and precise on things that you may 
not be ready for.  Another important thing to have ready is 1ar extension evidence.  
Your 2ar prep for extension of evidence should also be done, and this allows you to 
spend your prep on comparing the important issues.  Evidence extensions also help 
make sure you don’t forget an important argument that is made within your 
evidence that the 2ar consistently extends.  You have infinite prep, the question is 
what do you prep? 

The next thing you have to consider with your affirmative is how you will answer 
other teams Kritiks.  You’re not just going to debate policy teams.  This is where the 
affirmative feels like they have the edge.  The negative has the edge in a sense that it 
gets to choose where to disagree.  The affirmative needs to have their permutation 
evidence ready that says the good/benefits of the affirmative outweigh other critical 
links/impacts.  You must find your “money” permutation evidence.  You must also 
figure out how you will read disadvantages to the alternative of their kritik. 

 

 

 



DEBATING NEGATIVE: 
If someone gets up and speaks for nine minutes, I can find a place to disagree. 

You don’t have to agree with everything they say, just find one place to disagree, and 
have good arguments on why this is the important place to disagree. 

Here are some key rules to follow when debating on the negative.  When I say rules, 
I mean good ideas that really do play an important role in winning or losing. 

Rule #1 – How does their answer apply to their affirmative? 

Example – They read a speaking for others K against you when you read your Kritik 
in the 1nc.  The first thing you must ask your self is how does this apply to the 
affirmative more? 

Rule #2 – Never read a Kritik that has a minimal/speculative link. 

Find a concrete place of disagreement. 

Rule #3 – Never drop the permutation. 

Especially in the 2NR. 

Rule #4 – Don’t be soft on the voting issues.  If they are going to read “X” is a voter 
on theory arguments, then you should also play this game with many of the absurd 
arguments they make like “perm do the alt”. 

Rule #5 – Be clear about what your alternative is in the 1NC and consistent in CX 
and the 2NR. 

Here are some things to consider when working on your negative argument.   

First and most important, what are most people saying and how do most people 
understand “kritiks”?  Some high school camps put out the K toolbox.  Many college 
teams have these “toolboxes” also.  Analyze those things.  One important thing is to 
understand how people attempt to understand/debate kritiks as though they are 
mechanical and continuously similar.  Some people have generic cards that are 
tagged “The alternative fails” or “the alternative cedes the political”.  You must 
engage the “the alternative” argument that assumes all Kritiks are the same.  A good 
K debater understands they are all infinitely similar, but infinitely different. 

When you create a K, many people want to say “Whats the 
alternative?”…immediately.  But this is all situational. 

If person X is punching person Y….and you tell person X to stop…it hurts person Y 
and that’s bad….does person X need an alternative “something” to punch, or maybe 
is just not punching a good idea.  Don’t overcomplicate arguments.  Make them 
simpler.  So now, if my alternative is to just say no to the affirmative, then most of 
the arguments that people typically make when they are on the affirmative, make no 
sense.  All of the permutation arguments make no sense, because you are rejecting 



the affirmative.  All of the alternative abusive, moving target arguments make no 
sense, because your alternative is reject the affirmative.  And as stated, you must 
prove that there is offense in saying no to the affirmative.  One good reason, in my 
mind, is uniqueness, seeing that we must change what we are doing; otherwise the 
affirmative impacts are inevitable under the current paradigm. 

Now to do this, you must come back and ask the question, what makes my argument 
better than a non‐unique disadvantage?  This is done through a couple of strategic 
methods.   

This is what I call common points of intersection, where you can stake out a place 
you are going to disagree, and then be ready to debate why this is important. 

Common points of intersection: 

The use of the “State”. 

The representations used to justify the affirmative. 

The epistemology or ontology or ethics…. 

The method of the affirmative in how they debated or intellectually organized their 
affirmative. 

The values or ideologies endorsed by the affirmative case. 

The language used by the affirmative. 

What you must be ready to debate, is how this point of intersection and 
disagreement is more important than the advantages of plan that the affirmative 
might achieve.  Some people like to make arguments such as MUST REJECT EVERY 
INSTANCE.  One of the best arguments is something like the George evidence saying 
EACH ACTION BY THE STATE REIFIES THE STATE.  These type of arguments help 
you transgress past the “non‐unique” disadvantage obstacle.  I have a couple of 
observations here.  1st – If the affirmative claims “risk of a link” then you get 
incremental impacts to your links of your criticism, because they have nullified the 
roll of uniqueness and threshold arguments. 2nd – Use the argument that the 
alternative is a move away from the continuation of the problem, which makes the 
alternative of refusal to engage in acts that reify the ideology the only unique action 
that can gain traction on a move towards change. 

 



THE LANGUAGE OF THE KRITIK 
I think this is one key area of the debate that you must give a lot of attention.  I will 
divide this up into affirmative and negative language.  What I want to highlight here 
is that there are 4 basic debates in every “kritik” debate that you must be involved in 
when you have those debates.  If you’re affirmative, you should organize your 
frontlines where you are having these 4 basic debates.  This also helps the 1ar 
extensions/line by line in a way that tells the 1ar that there are 4 basic debates.  The 
Language of the K is where you take debate language that people are used to 
understanding, and integrating your argument into debate.  Many people try to be K 
debaters, and they are saying the same thing, but not in the Language of the K.  As 
much as you want to be true to your “author” or argument, you have to use the 
language that transgresses your criticism into the debate, or if you’re affirmative 
you need the language that allows you to compete with the criticism.  This becomes 
very apparent on the permutation debate, where people say the permutation, but 
never identify the net‐benefits to the permutation.  A good K debater is very aware 
of this necessity.  As the negative, when people only say “perm”…you need to say 
that identifying “net‐benefits to the permutation in the 1ar are new, and thus 
illegitimate.  

There are 2 components of common critical arguments that I do not include below 
that need a section of the K debate if they are relevant. 

The first is the “Root Cause” debate.  This is used by critical debaters to void out the 
affirmative impacts.  If they link to X and X is the root cause of their impacts, then 
your argument becomes a simple case turn.  And even if not a case turn, they still 
don’t solve if you win this argument.  If you’re affirmative, and this is part of their 
criticism, one DA to the alternative is “root cause focus bad” or since it’s your 
affirmative, you should be ready to have a root cause debate. 

The second is the “impacts inevitable” argument.  This is somewhat similar, except 
sometimes you may want to say “extinction inevitable” or “nuke war inevitable” 
which allows their impacts to be solely dependent on time frame arguments that 
cannot be connected to Mead or Bearden, because those authors are too generic. 
Once again, you can’t spot the affirmative their advantages. 

Below are my examples for the language of the kritik.  I hear people ask what should 
my “frontline” look like against a kritik, and I think below you will find that if it is 
not a necessary component of the “debate” argument, then it is not really worth 
your time to make the argument.  The language of the K is the explanation of how 
your argument impacts the debate.



NEGATIVE LANGUAGE 

The Link Debate  

“We have isolated ______ links in this debate.  Our evidence for the link debate is ______ 
and ______.” 

­“Here is a list of our links. 1…..2……3……” – 

 

The Impact Debate 

“There is no case solvency. We indict their advantages and solvency with our _______ 
evidence.” 

“The impact to our links of _________ is demonstrated in our _______________ evidence. “ 

“The impacts of the criticism outweigh the impacts of the affirmative because ________” 

 

The Permutation Debate 

“The permutation fails because it”: 

‐ “does not solve the affirmative because _________” 
‐ “does not solve the impact of the criticism because _______” 
‐ “there are ______ disadvantages to the permutation. They are ………1. …..2. ……” 

 

The Alternative Debate  (If you “solve the aff”) 

“The alternative is _______________________.” 

If true – “The alternative solves the affirmative and there are no disadvantages to the 
alternative.  Any risk of an impact to any of our links means you vote negative.” 

“The alternative solves the impacts of the criticism because __________________.” 

“There are external impacts that the alternative addresses that that affirmative does 
not.  This is our ___________ evidence and they are ______________________.” 

If any – “The disads to the alternative do not outweigh the net benefits of the 
alternative when we consider our ______________ links and impacts against the 
affirmative.” 



AFFIRMATIVE LANGUAGE 

The Link Debate 

“Their links are not about us.  Their ____________ evidence and ____________ evidence do not about the 
affirmative.” 

“We have isolated ________________ link turns in our ________________ evidence.  Our link turns allow us to 
access their impacts better than their links.” 

If true: “The negative links to their own argument in their ___________________________ evidence.” 

 

The Impact Debate 

“The impacts of the criticism are not based on links to the affirmative because _________.” 

“The impacts of the affirmative outweigh the impacts of the criticism because _________” 

“Only by solving the affirmative impacts can we be able to address the negative impacts because 
_________” 

 

The Permutation Debate 

“The permutation is ________________. Our evidence Is _____________(read it if 2ac) 

“There are _________ net benefits to the permutation.  They are  1…..2….3…. 

“The permutation solves the criticism” 

“The permutation solves case” 

(If 1ar) “We have more permutation evidence___ (read another card) 

 

The Alternative Debate 

“The alternative does not solve the affirmative because _________” 

“The alternative does not solve for the impacts of the criticism because_________” 

If relevant: “The alternative does solve for external net benefits of the criticism” 

“We have __________ disadvantages to the alternative.  They are 1……2…..3…..” 

“The disadvantages to the alternative outweigh the net­benefits of the alternative vs. the affirmative 
because _______________” 

 



THE LINK DEBATE 
Never enter a debate with a losing strategy.  One key step towards putting a check 
on such would be to make sure you have a link.  In other words, make sure you can 
find a clear place of disagreement.   

THE LINK EVIDENCE 
A clear place of disagreement begins with good link evidence.   When the year starts, 
you use generic evidence that provides good examples that match what the 
affirmatives are doing.  But a good and dangerous K debater does not stop there.  
They then begin to find specific link scenarios with impacts for specific affirmatives.  
The best link arguments are when your evidence quotes the other teams authors as 
a link, then you know you’re on top of the debate.  Being a critical debater is about 
doing research.  This is the way to win the heart of the policy judge who happens to 
be setting in the back of the room.  Show them you research, and don’t be a sloppy, 
utopian K debater.  Be real. 

Before the debate starts you should take a piece of paper and write links across the 
top.  Begin to number your links along with what evidence you have in the 1nc that 
is going to connect the affirmative with the critique.  If you have one that is 
dependent on new 2nc link evidence, list those last, and read the evidence as you get 
to them.  Be clear and concise on how many links you have.  Muddled debates favor 
traditional debate styles. The advantage of this is either the 1ar answers all of your 
link arguments, or they answer none or some, which means you get a clear link. 

I call this The Link Trap.  If you have a link, it doesn’t matter how many answers the 
affirmative makes, you have a link.  Your strategy here is to get the 1ar bogged down 
in denial, going to each link argument trying to win an impossible battle.  Technical 
1ar’s sometimes forget that they can’t answer everything.  These are arguments you 
want them to be trying to answer.  A good debater is capable of guiding the other 
team into going for the arguments you know they cannot win. 

FRAMING THE OTHER TEAM 
This is one of the important parts of being a K debater is your ability to control the 
framing of the debate.   This means turning away all misrepresentations of their 
arguments and controlling the way their argument should be perceived.  This is true 
on both the affirmative and negative.  I talk about it here, because you have to keep 
the images of the 1ac in perspective as the debate evolves so the other team is still 
forced to defend what they said in the 1ac, rather than being able to skirt out of their 
1ac and defend very minimal positions in the 2ar.  They speak last; you have to leave 
a lasting impression.  The 2nr is the hardest speech in the debate, and you should be 
able to reference the earlier part of the debate to avoid affirmative shape shifting. 

This also means you need to have good CX questions and answers to help frame 
your argument and their argument. When you speak, talk to the other team, don’t 
talk to the judge.  Refer to things as “your authors” and “your rhetoric”.  Any mis‐
framing of you should always be cleared up in CX. 



IMPACT DEBATE  
This part of the debate becomes important from a meta‐abstract perspective.  Does 
your argument even compete with the affirmative?  If you are trying to just straight 
up outweigh the affirmative, then you need to have a strategic aspect to your 
argument such as: must always reject or value to life outweighs risk of war or each 
action reifies the Kritik.  Most judges will think some action is always good, unless 
you can demonstrate your argument on a few levels.   

The first level is the denial of solvency.  Built into your criticism should be 
arguments that the affirmative does not solve, that their literature/knowledge base 
is flawed.  Then you must deny the internal links to their arguments.  

 Then you need to engage in how the affirmative makes things worse, the case turn 
portion of your argument.   

The next level is where you attempt to engage in why this place you disagree is 
important.  You should be ready to have an extensive debate about why their 
____________ is important to their politics and the outcome of their plan. 

  ‐Ethics first/Ontology first/Value to Life first 

As you can see, if you win your off‐case, then you should be protected from most of 
what the 1ac has to say.  This is why some teams choose to only read 1 Off, and 
never go to case.  It really depends on what you want to do.  Sometimes you need a 
case debate because you can read many other independent criticisms of the 
affirmative that are not tied to your larger off case position. 

Do not allow your impact evidence to make the problem/impact seem inevitable or 
unsolvable.  What you would like to do is impact your argument as the root or as key 
to the impacts of their arguments i.e., Root of all violence – Root of all oppression – 

This way you can get a no solvency and a case turn if you have a link.  You are doing 
just like the policy teams, when you say try or die, but in this instance its change our 
“framework” or die.  In other words, if we continue to enact policy through the 
dominant paradigm, then we will all die or most will suffer and die, while some live. 

It’s also good to have an impact that says we should avoid each and every instance. 
This is best represented by the Barndt debate, on “Must reject every instance of 
racism”.   Lay it out in the 2nc as an independent impact, and see how they deal with 
it.  1ar fumble means you have an easy impact that outweighs the affirmative. If you 
get good at it, it doesn’t matter what the 1ar does. 

 



THE PERMUTATION 
Remember in the beginning where I said a key strategy for speaking first is to prove 
the other team never disagreed with you.  In competitive debate we call this the 
permutation 

WHEN YOU’RE AFFIRMATIVE 

As you can see, most of what I have written is based on being negative.  If you’re 
affirmative the permutation can also be a tool for you.  Many people write their 
affirmatives so as to not take an absolute stance on something, or say very little, and 
that then allows them to say, “yeah, that too”.  As the affirmative, you want to have 
some clutch permutation strategies that are designed to say either it is okay to have 
a little bad within your politics and we shouldn’t reject politics based on their lack of 
perfection.  There is a book called Identity/Difference that gets to some of these 
issues.  You need permutation evidence, and it would be nice to have extension 
evidence for the 1ar.  Another important thing to utilize is the language of debate.  
Identify and explain the net benefits to the permutation in the 2ac.  Don’t just throw 
the word around, but use it to strategically engage proving that your arguments do 
not disagree to a level that would justify voting against the affirmative.  The critic 
really wants to know the net benefits vs. the disadvantages to the permutation.   

WHEN YOU’RE NEGATIVE 

This seems to have become a silver bullet against debate arguments that do not 
seem process oriented.  My problem with the “permutation” is people act like 
arguments are a machine, and if I remove the battery it won’t run… The perm is like 
the battery.  An argument is not like a machine, and I hope you learn to debate 
outside of the Cartesian paradigm.  This means that there is no one singular four 
letters or word that should be able to eliminate an entire argument with many 
diverse links and impacts.  You as the debater need to be able to take on the 
permutation.  One strategy some people have employed is to let the 1nr take the 
permutation, and spend the whole time on it if needed. I encourage you to set some 
standards for what you think a permutation can be, and how it should function.  You 
cannot just write off all permutations as bad, because when two teams that are more 
K oriented debate each other, this is really the only debate to be had many times.  

Here is your trick.  You want to force the 1ar into deciding; do I go for the no link 
arguments, or the permutation?  A good block means the 1ar cannot answer all of 
your identified links you list in the 2nc and all of your permutation evidence and 
arguments.  As you strengthen your links, you’re creating disadvantages to the 
permutation.  As you strengthen your permutation, you should be adding more 
links.  If they just go for no link arguments, you will still beat them with your 
permutation arguments that are also links and impacts. 

‐ Answer the specific perm – Don’t just group them or read a big overview.  
Just like you shouldn’t be able to apply one perm to your argument, you 
shouldn’t be able to apply one generic “perm” block against all perms. 



‐ Use the whole 1nr if necessary – Make sure you force the 1ar into a strategic 
decision on this.  

‐ Use the language of debate – what are the advantages and disadvantages of 
perm 

‐ Have them write out all permutations 
‐ Don’t drop any permutation ever 
‐ Your links are your disadvantages to the perm – if you had no link then the 

perm would make sense. 

Here are some examples of how people would make these arguments.  Whenever 
they use one‐liners like the ones below, a word that is neither a claim or a warrant, 
you need to have a way to apply the “makes no sense DA”.  People are handed blocks 
where he words are written on there, but never provide an explanation.  I see these 
as illegitimate and so do most critics as long as you identify them as such.  When I 
said set standards above, I mean do something like say: 

The permutation has 3 requirements to be legitimate. 

1. Must say what the permutation is. 
2. Must have a claim and a warrant 
3. Must have net benefits identified by the 2ac – 1ar sandbagging is abusive. 

Then you can apply this argument to all of their permutations that are not 
arguments.   

SAMPLES: 

Perm ­  

Perm do both ­ 

Perm do the alt – 

Arguments like “perm do the alt” make no sense.  You need you be able to say, “the 
alternative is reject the affirmative”….grant this argument….vote negative…not a 
reason to vote affirmative…no net benefit identified.  Additionally, this severs the 
advocacy of the 1ac and I have discussed earlier why the affirmative must be 
accountable for the speech acts of the 1ac. 

Perm do the plan then the alt – This argument misunderstands what a K is and 
probably what an argument is to be honest. If you have any links into why the 
affirmative is bad, then it makes no sense to do this.  Also, if you have an alternative 
that solves the affirmative impacts argument, then there is no reason to risk the 
links.  This is also no different than a time‐frame permutation and functions like 
your regular policy debate time‐frame permutation. 

And that justifies perm do the alt – You have to watch out for this popping up in the 
1ar.  The 2ac will say alt is abusive in some way, and then the 1ar will spin this 
argument to say the tag above.  2nr needs to be ready. 



Every other instance perm – This argument made sense when people were using 
abusive alternatives that said “we should all love each other” as I demonstrated 
earlier.  This is based on the idea, that if we all loved each other, then we could do 
the plan and the alternative of love would keep any of the impacts from occurring.  
The solvency for the alternative overwhelms the links to the kritik is the basis of this 
argument.  Once again, if your alt is not a utopian alt, then you are debating about 
the politics of the 1ac, and thus all we are only talking about the instance of the 1ac.  
Also, this permutation is a “utopian permutation”.  I think K debaters need  “utopian 
permutations bad” arguments, but if they say utopian alternatives are bad, and you 
don’t have a utopian alternative, then all of those arguments and impacts apply to 
the affirmatives utopian permutation. 

Time Frame Perm – Discussed above.  They never allow for a true test of 
competition. These permutations made sense in a policy world where some 
disadvantages were time based like elections, but that is not true in all instances, 
and rarely in most instances. 

Footnote perm – Could say 2 things.  Perm – footnote the affirmative or that their 
permutation footnotes the affirmative.  I am not sure why this tests the competition 
of the two arguments, but you need to figure out what you would say if someone 
attempted to do this. 

Strikethrough perm – Erasure might be good word here also.  This has been a 
product of Derrida.  The reason would be to not forget the baggage that has come 
along with the word. 

Juxtaposition perm – Use the affirmative to juxtapose with the criticism as one way of 
understanding the world.  (sample) – There are different ways people use this 
argument.  Some people use it to say your criticism is impossible without my 
affirmative.  I see it as more like my criticism isn’t necessary absent your affirmative.  
This does not seem to be a reason why the affirmative should win or the criticism 
should be ignored, unless you mishandle the argument, or worst case, don’t answer 
it. 

Perm do the plan and the alternative in other instances – I have not concluded why 
this makes sense yet.  This is a common argument made, and does make sense to 
some people.  It is a plan plus type of permutation which captures all the net 
benefits of your alternative. But, if you have links, they never access your alternative 
and if your alternative is to reject the affirmative, then it really makes no sense.  But, 
many policy teams make this type of argument no matter what the alternative 
would be.  If it’s a “Critique” then some people assume all of their typical policy style 
arguments apply. Your links are your shield against this argument. 

Many of the permutations made by most teams do not focus on removing their links 
to the affirmative, but are more oriented towards making assumptions about the 
alternative.  Be aware of this.  When you decide how you will deploy your 
alternative, you must consider how it will function in the world of permutations. 



 

THE ALTERNATIVE: 
I had a discussion earlier about the concept of the alternative in debate.  There are 
instances where you might need an alternative.  However, I want to say that some 
people who wan the “kritik” to be viewed as outlandish, teach you to use the Kritik 
with those alternatives that assume you can fiat mindset shifts.  I say don’t do it.  
When I say use a reject the affirmative type alternative, here is an example: 

The alt is to refuse the politics of the 1AC - this political act is key to exposing the fissures of 
dominant ideology which is the most productive method of dissent 
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In the case of sexist/racists/homophobic language, sometimes the alternative is 
needed if you want people to have a different word to describe their world.  There 
are also instances where alternative frameworks exist to address certain issues or 
concerns.  Many times this is literature dependent.   There was a time that whenever 
you said you had an idea for a K, someone would say “what’s the alternative?”… 
There are some interesting ways of thinking about this notion of alternative.  
Sometimes its good to just say, “don’t do it”...Other times though, there needs to be 
another option, or things will continue to be done the only way that people know 
how...This is where you need to be doing your research.  Campbell had an 
interesting argument claiming that we must stop or breakthrough or out of the 
current framework or paradigm if we can ever find the space to see other 
alternatives.  Right now, dominant modes of thinking prevent the discovery of newly 
possible alternatives.  So the alternative question is secondary to the primary need 
of escaping a dominant paradigm.  In many debates you will have to feel out how 
you want to frame the alternative.  If it’s a team that gives you the leeway to read the 
alternative like a counter‐plan, then play with it.  But remember, if you want a solid 
argument; just fulfill the 4 levels of argument discussed earlier: 

a. Your literature is bad/your theories/schools of thought etc. 
b. You don’t solve – a better K has a Kritik of the idea of “solvency” 
c. You make things worse/Impacts inevitable absent “alt”  
d. This is the most important thing in this debate  i.e., impact calculus 

Then, it doesn’t matter how your theory arguments get interpreted.  From this, I 
want you to see how getting to play in the world of “alternatives” is only another 
avenue for you to be able to seal the debate more easily by playing off of their bad 
understanding of critical arguments.  Make sure you get A‐D locked down, and 
winning an alternative type argument below is just bonus shots at winning. 



ALTERNATIVES THAT “SOLVE” THE AFFIRMATIVE 

One simple overview to lay out in the 2NC is one that allows the critic to see the 
debate from a meta‐level.  Like: 

The alternative solves the affirmative – This is our _________ evidence in the 1nc. 

There are no disadvantages to the alternative, any risk of a link to any of our impacts 
means you would vote negative. 

When you run this type of alternative, this is where you want to situate yourself in 
the debate round.   

A ‐ They did not deny you could solve their affirmative advantages.  (like a CP) 

B ‐ They did not read any disadvantages to the alternative.  (IE – no offense against 
the CP) 

Any policy judge can understand this argument, and see why at a meta‐level the 
affirmative cannot win if they did not deny those two claims. 

There are theoretical issues with how you frame your alternative that you should 
consider when taking this approach.  Some examples include the idea that you fiat 
everyone’s attitudes, or that you defend X as your alternative, but then say it 
eventually solves the affirmative.  You really are depending on the other team letting 
their guard down on those theory arguments to get your alternative to function in 
the debate.  I challenge you to make debate “make sense”.  Don’t let it be some 
fantasy world where arguments become ungrounded.  Be the grounded debater.  
Keep things simple! 

ALTERNATIVES THAT INCLUDE THE “PLAN” 

This type of alternative has to do with having something like a critique of language 
or representations that were used in the 1ac.  Your argument would be that we 
should support the affirmative plan, without the 1ac representations.  This would be 
the 1nc and 2nc alternative.  Some people have referred to this as a floating pic.  I 
think it is a good way to show the politics of the 1ac was bad.  One problem with this 
type of strategy is when the 2ac stands up and reads add‐on advantages of 
representations that are good that you do not have a representation/language K 
against, and thus plan has more advantages than your alternative without the 
representations.  Sometimes this makes sense, other times it’s hard to understand.  
Sometimes it’s okay to push the barriers and see what you can get away with.  
Especially if you know that you will turn the affirmative with your argument 
without them accessing their advantages, then you can try other ways to seal the 
debate.   



ALTERNATIVES THAT “REJECT” THE AFFIRMATIVE 

These are my favorite because you escape the theory arguments that people have 
created in response to bad critique debate.  Think of it this way, if someone stood up 
and said we are all going to die, and then convinced us of this.  Their next move was 
to offer a solution.  We look at it and decide, nah, it won’t actually solve.  Would the 
senators just go home and get ready to die?  No, they would come back another day, 
with another idea; most likely tomorrow, and not with the affirmative plan.  So it’s 
never try or die.  If you needed an alternative it might be good to say we could view 
X from X framework as opposed to the one used by this plan, but that’s not really 
needed.  Try or die assumes people throw their up their hands and give up.  By 
saying reject the plan, you’re not saying let’s all give up.  You’re saying not this 
affirmative in hopes that another “senator” will find a better way to address the 
problem.  The fallback to try or die should also help you if you have some “post‐
plan” impacts.  Roll‐forward policies.  You know, 2ac says we don’t solve, we might 
decrease a risk, means that affirmative loses control over how/who./what methods 
will be used to address this concern that they have elevated to extinction.  If the 
status quo is violent, then the affirmative opens the door for any action necessary 
that is not their plan to address the impacts they identify.  If people want to be 
policy makers, then be real.  Politics of extinction is dangerous.  You need a strategy 
to play off of this. 

ALTERNATIVE THEORY ARGUMENTS 
There are a couple of theory arguments you should be able to dispel immediately 
when they are made. 

Alternative is moving target – If you have a clear cross‐x and have a consistent place 
where you discuss the alternative and the way you describe the alternative never 
changes, you should be fine.    

Alternative is Utopian – This makes sense in some instances where alternatives are 
something of the amorphous “we should all love each other” or “everyone should 
embrace a theory of non‐violence”.  This is not going to happen.  There is no way it 
can happen.  You must position your alternative against the affirmative plan. 

Alternative fiats mindset shifts – This argument is similar to the lastone.  In cross‐
x/policy debate we have a somewhat “social contract” that we debate the 
resolutions and pretend the policy is passed.  Though all of this is debatable as far as 
why we have “fiat” and is it even necessary, the key thing to realize is that you truly 
should not try and fiat a mindset shift for anyone beyond those whom you are trying 
to persuade.  What I mean is that the revolutionary energy it takes to get real change 
gets undermined by ideas that are too far out there to possibly be true.  People start 
taking important ideas less seriously because they were portrayed in such 
impossible ways. 



DEBATING CRITICAL TEAMS 
It is so interesting to see people try to comprehend how to debate other critical 
teams.  There have been teams that talk about how they will disagree before the 
debate, and then have a debate from that point.  There is always a place to disagree.  
If you stand up for nine minutes and speak, I will always find a place to disagree.  
Then I need a debate on why that place of disagreement is important.  So how do 
you debate K teams?  You engage the literature.  If you’re affirmative, you most 
likely will be going for a permutation.  If you are negative, then you need to do good 
research against the arguments their authors are making.  Within all of the K 
literature mostly, there are debates about the issues being discussed.  You can’t run 
from researching the other team, you need to take them up on their argument.  A 
good example is Nietzsche.  If you read one of the many Nietzsche arguments on the 
negative, you know that many critical authors take some of what they learn from 
Nietzsche.  It is almost unavoidable in academia.  What you have to do is find the 
literature where the discussions occur.  If your affirmative, you might want some of 
those arguments about how your author is Nietzschean, to make the permutation 
argument.  Many of these debates are really decided by who has done the best 
research.  That is displayed by does the negative team really have a link or not.  If 
the negative gets a link, usually the affirmative will lose.  It is funny reading the 
online discussions about debating against critical affirmatives, and most people 
really assume a critical affirmative is only griping about debate, or never has any 
political value.   As a critical debater, you have to give the critical affirmatives some 
respect, but come to understand that these are new styles of debates, and the 
methods can change.  If they don’t have to be topical, and you give them the ground 
to not read a plan, then you need to have a good defense of why the permutations 
should be evaluated differently.  You don’t have to disagree with everything they 
say, just find one place.  Remember that.   If you are affirmative, then you get to 
pretty much cheat as much as you want with your 1ac, as long as you are ready to 
defend what you do.  A good K team will have a framework style argument that says 
debate good, so be careful.  But if you’re debating a team that never reads T or 
framework, why read a plan and give them links?  Think about some of these things.  
At the same time, why are you not always debating this way?  (without a plan)  As 
stated above, the best advice is to do your research and prepare.  Engage their 
argument.  Have some disadvantages to their alternative ready, if they offer one.  
Everything I have said above about finding a place to disagree and proving why that 
is important applies to debating everyone.  That is debate.  When people try to think 
of a critical affirmative as anything more than an argument, they misunderstand 
what the argument really says.  There will be another edition of the critical debaters 
handbook that includes a more in depth discussion on debating other teams reading 
more critical arguments that talks about specific types of affirmatives.  The 
following discussion on praxis etc. will actually give more insight on how to debate 
“critical” teams. 



METHOD/PRAXIS/FORM AND CONTENT: 

I feel like this is a place where people can really find how to best express 
themselves.  Take the personal test.  Give a 9 minute speech any way you want about 
anything you want.  Have your 5 best friends listen to you.  Maybe they are not 
debaters.  Purpose: Find out how to best express yourself.  Some people are great 
story tellers, others are poets.  Challenge the norms of debate that say you have to 
speak a certain way to debate.  There is no one definition of debate.  Debate really is 
what we make it.  Now, to succeed, you need to understand where some of the 
conventions in debate come from.  When I say understand, I mean really attempt to 
ascertain why things have become the way that they are. 

One example is how do we make this event “objective”.  It is hard for people to 
participate in a “competitive” event, if the winner is determined subjectively.  This 
becomes a lot of people’s complaint against non‐evidence forms of debate.  Besides 
just speaking and persuading, something should be added to make people engage in 
research, and have support for their arguments.  So then, like a court of law, we have 
evidence.  Like a court of law, we have cross‐examination.  Like a court of law, we 
brought in terms like “presumption”.  Evidence became a deciding factor, but there 
was also this problem of argument responsibility.  If I make and argument, then you 
should have the responsibility to answer, otherwise I would be right.  Because if that 
were not the standard, and we only evaluate your arguments based upon if I answer 
them or not, then I would selectively only “answer” your worst arguments.  So then 
came the burden of rejoinder.  Along with this idea, came the idea that silence is 
consent.  Like law, if I sue someone and they do not reply, then their silence is a 
granting of the argument.  From this perspective, the speed of debates began to 
incrementally climb.  Speed has been used in debate for strategic purposes since at 
least the mid 70’s.  Now, we are talking 40 years of fast information processing.  This 
amount of time is easily long enough where trends can be set of people perfecting 
this form of debate.  If you understand how we got to our fast technical debates, 
then you can better understand how to deconstruct them.  So debaters started going 
fast, and judges started to be divided up into those who can “flow’ and those who 
cannot “flow”.  The debaters, who were fast, and technical, and had a lot of evidence 
to match their speed, started to become the more dominant.  As ones dominance in 
an event grows, you would have less desire for that event to change.  So then we get 
the many norms of debate that exist today.  Yes, we do a lot of things because of the 
nature of the activity, but its best to try to understand why! 

As debaters go faster and faster their persuasive skills are reduced more and more.  
Judges are treated like information processers, and the ability to vote against things 
you disagree with is more possible in a world where your rules for the “flow” and 
standards of required evidence were the simple deciding factors of who wins or 
loses, not really how much the person actually believed the argument.  It really was 
a move to try and be the most fair/objective decision maker.  As a debater you must 
recognize this.  There are reasons for the conventions, but is now the time to break 



down those conventions?  Since most people do it, if you get good at breaking it 
down, you should have measure of success. 

One thing that becomes clear when you debate differently, is people are looking for 
some way to pigeon hole you or frame you into a certain argument so they can 
access specific pieces of evidence. You should think about how calling you 
something you are not might have some impacts to it.  You should also be aware that 
you must have an argument.  No matter how you say it, you must be able to 
contextualize a debate argument from what you are saying.  Many teams will never 
hear your argument, and only play off of your method, rather than your argument.  
Some people say you should have a methodology debate, saying your method is 
good.  I don’t think you should do something, then read someone else saying it can 
do a certain thing.  Its good have a defense, but if you do it well, you don’t need 
methodology cards.  Policy debaters don’t always read evidence saying their 
methodology is good, so I am not sure why it’s an alternative style debater’s burden.   

Not to steal from Nike, but just do it.  Don’t say debate prevents X, or does X, debate 
the way you want to debate, and then when they say you cannot debate that way, 
that your type of debate should be excluded, you turn on the offense and let them 
have it.  In this instance, you are the alternative.  You embody and debate like it.  
That is why I say debate is what we make it. 

SPEED: 
Speed kills.  It wins debates, and it loses debates.  For many people this is the tool 
that helps them win debates.  Make more arguments than the other team is able to 
answer.  For many people this type of debate is fun.  When you have a judge and an 
opponent that really likes this kind of debate, people have fun.  However, there 
becomes a time when “speed” becomes dangerous.  This happens when you lose 
control over your content, get consumed in breadth of arguments and lose sight of 
the simple manifestation of debate: Where do we disagree and why is that 
important!  As a debater, it is nice if you have the speed to battle any team, and 
never have the concern of someone making more arguments than you can answer. 
However, some people allow this desire to go fast over‐consume them into making 
as many bad arguments as they do good arguments.  The speed of the debate has 2 
variables.  The first is the actual rate of speaking, and number of arguments the 
debaters are making.  The second variable is where the alternative debater wants to 
be.  This is the variable of limiting the debate to in depth 2 or 3 arguments, while 
allowing yourself to discount most other arguments strategically.  When you get 
ready to say why this is an important place to disagree, you want to be deep.  Then 
you can filter through their arguments that are not applicable to this debate, and 
thus control the speed of the debate.   

I have 2 key tips here: 

My first area of advice on speaking and speed is never breach the point of 
incomprehensibility.  Nobody likes it.  Find the place where you can go fast but do 
not over do it.   



My second area of advice is to go slow enough where the critic can comprehend and 
understand each and every card you read.  You want them to be with you as you put 
the round together.  Some arguments are too in‐depth for some people to pick up 
the evidence after the round and understand.  You need to be teaching/explaining 
your argument as the debate is happening. 

There are people that read the so‐called “speed” kritik.  I want to defend it, but I also 
want to discourage it.  I will defend it because it privileges students who can receive 
the best education and have the money to attend long institutes with training in the 
techne of debate.  When we have students who spend much of their education in 
schools where security is somehow elevated over education, to tell them they have 
to be able to pick something up and read it quickly to be able to play debate, many 
students would rather quit debate than tell someone that can’t read very well.  
There is a true impact of exclusion involved when we say “that is what debate is”.  
This might also explain the demographics of who are elite champions in college and 
high school debate.  Not all the time, but most of the time. I have seen students walk 
away from debate for these reasons.  Students from all races, sexes, classes and 
genders.  So there is a good argument as to why speed is bad for debate.  

But here is how I want to discourage it.  This is where I say you should capitalize on 
it by utilizing non‐speed to your advantage.  Do you really think that judges/critics 
are not vulnerable to persuasion?  So look at debate this way.  There are a series of 
ties you need to attend to for the purposes of winning a debate.  The first one is 
being able to touch all of their arguments.  This means that you have to, in some 
way, take their arguments into consideration.  There is grouping, and there is focus 
or simplifying the debates.  I will explain this on the “flow/game‐board” discussion.  
The second one is actually extending your evidence and answering theirs, while 
comparing the two.  The debater that compares their “evidence” to the other teams 
is ahead of the debater who only extends their evidence and/or answers the other 
teams.  Then if both teams do such, we have the “debate after the debate”. This is 
where the critics read their evidence.  I feel like this is where a good team should 
win most of their debates.  If you lose the debate after the debate, then you need to 
go back and do more research.  This also means if you are really good, you know 
which cards to have in the critic’s hands at the end of the debate, and you have 
already told them how they can take the most of the other teams evidence, and still 
not be able to overcome your quality evidence.    

Then, if you have had the ability, include moments of persuasion in your argument.  
Believe me, debate critics are bored of the same old same old, and if you bring 
something new and are good at it, all you have to do is take note of the conventions 
of debate that are hard for people to break out of, and try to just tie the other team.  
The team who went the slowest probably had better moments of persuasion and 
connected with a critics or critics, acknowledging that humans can never be blank 
slates.  (Debatable I know)  

 



FLOW/GAME­BOARD: 
I like to refer to this as the game‐board.  This is really the critic’s form of record 
keeping.  Once again, to try and go through the steps or hurdles of how most people 
judge debates.  You can’t win if you can’t draw a game‐board.  You need to know 
how it’s done.  It is an uphill battle to win without knowing how most debate critics 
function in formulating their decision.  Why do they do it?  To make sure we fulfill a 
burden of rejoinder.  You need to fulfill a minimum BOR. Learn how to draw a game‐
board first, and see how decisions are made before you decide to play debate 
completely off the game‐board.  You have to see how people normally understand 
debate.  Is flowing hard? Yep, but get this.  There have been thousands of people 
who think they can “take notes” on their flow, and don’t see that it is one component 
of peoples desire to have an objective activity that makes sinking 100 hours a week 
of work into.  You have to respect that.   

So here is a way to view the game‐board.  You really need to be able to attend to 
“voting issues” and “evidence”.  That should be your priority.  When your negative, 
you can somewhat control the amount of game‐board breadth by reading one off 
case and then having some case arguments.  This makes the debate about 2 game‐
boards; the 1ac game‐board and the 1 off case game‐board.  The 2ac would then 
have a list of arguments already prepared against the “off case” game‐board.  The 
difference between off case and case arguments can be explained like this.  The 1ac 
speaks and so they have created the first game‐board.   If you want to flow each 
advantage separately, then you would have however many game‐boards you create 
dividing up the 1ac.  For my sample: 

Advantage I  (Game‐board 1) 

Solvency  (Game‐board 2) 

Then the 1nc speaks.  If they have arguments about advantage I, they would make 
those on that game‐board.  Say we have three. 

1. …… 

2. …… 

3……. 

Then you have solvency arguments on the second game‐board. 

1. ………… 

2……… 

Then you have one meta position we will call the “off case” argument.  When you say 
“off case” you are saying you want a new game‐board for the critic to track this 
debate. 

YOU DO NOT SAY I HAVE 2 OFF CASE and 4 ON CASE.   



Your roadmap should say 2 Off case, and then identify which game‐board you would 
like to discuss from the 1ac.  It’s okay to not refute all of the 1ac, so be specific on 
which game‐board you want the critic to be writing.  Then when anyone is going to 
refer to those arguments, they take everyone to that game‐board.  The 2ac would 
then lay out their “frontlines” to the “off case” based upon their pre‐prepped 
arguments against this position.  If they have 12 answers, then the negative team 
has to figure out some way to take those 12 answers into consideration.  The 2ac 
would then go to each of the 1ac game‐boards, and talk about those arguments in 
order of – 1. 2. 3…..just as the 1nc has laid them out.   If a speaker is speaking, write 
what they say in the order they say it.  Pretty simple. 

There can be a deeper discussion on this with in another volume, my point is you 
have to take into account why and how the norm exists if you want to 
disrupt/overcome it. 

Now there are strategies as to why you would want to disrupt the flow in a debate. If 
you feel like there are only a few simple arguments you need to win to win the 
debate, then you should just lay out those arguments in order, providing reasons 
how each arguments answers each off case.  So the 2ac says, no order, or new sheet 
of paper.  The strategy here is that the 2n and the 1n have divided up game‐boards 
already, and their trained way of extending arguments assumes that you go to each 
game‐board, and isolate each debate, but if you just make arguments and then say 
how they answer each off case, the negative block is not sure how to proceed when 
you do not split up the game‐boards..  The 1ar just has to extend the 2ac arguments 
in order, while answering the so‐called dropped arguments that the negative will 
extend. 

There are a few important things I want to express about the game‐board. One is to 
learn how to carve your key arguments into the game‐board that are about where 
you disagree and why that is important.  I mean be very clear, “we will have the 
value to life debate here”.  It is much better to offer up a key battle and see if they 
take you up on it, then try and be sneaky and hope they don’t catch it.    You want to 
beat them with this argument, so be very clear where you are having key debates.  
Some people call this frontloading your arguments. 

Debate above the flow:  What I mean by this is that at some point in the debate, the 
evidence has been laid out and many arguments are not truly about the place where 
you might disagree.  Be the debater that can step up above the “extend/yes/no” and 
actually do the “evidence” comparison from actually reading both teams evidence, 
then you have a better chance of success.  Step out of the muck, and really highlight 
the key arguments and evidence.   

Now as a judge, I can tell when a debater is not actually using a game‐board because 
they spend most of their prep time shuffling through files or evidence and not 
actually writing on your game‐board.  You should always be writing on your game‐
board or writing on pages that you will insert into the game‐board.  This is one of 
the first things you need to learn as a debater when using the game‐board. 



WHAT IS EVIDENCE? 
I am not one to think that evidence is one particular thing.  In debate, it means what 
do you have to support your argument beyond opinion.  There are many different 
types of evidence.  Obviously your traditional form of evidence such as magazine 
articles and books are important.  But then there are the non‐traditional forms of 
evidence ‐ Clips from well known speakers; parts of a movie that help to make a 
particular argument; Song lyrics and videos.  Does it really take a lot to be more 
qualified than a New York Times staff writer or even a RAND institute think tank?  I 
like to think of evidence as reference for support.  A lot of people think you need to 
read “evidence” saying its okay to use this as “evidence” in debate.  I am not really 
part of this school of thought.  I think you should just do it how you want, and if 
you’re good enough, it served the purpose you intended.  I think you always want to 
have some form of traditional evidence available in the debate so you can compete 
in the debate after the debate.  If judges hear a debate, wait 30 minutes reading 
evidence of the other teams, and you had non‐traditional forms that don’t put 
anything in their hands to refresh their memory, you are going to have a hard time 
winning elimination rounds when there are audiences and multiple judges because 
your ideas/arguments get lost in the debate after the debate.  So at least have 
something for them at the end of the round. 

USE OF EVIDENCE: 
We used to read the whole sentence in debate, back last millennium.  Now it seems 
you can selectively underline some words that say your argument most directly, 
often leading to shallow readings out loud of very deep arguments, where much 
context was left out.  Include the context if you underline/highlight.  You need to 
decide if you are going to read evidence, reference it, merely paraphrase it.  There 
are good reasons to do any of these.  You need to figure out your style, taking the 
above into consideration.  If you do it differently, its interesting to see what other 
teams responses are.  You need good “evidence” for your argument, and you need to 
get good at reading it, extending it, and then explaining it and applying it.   My rule is 
never read a bad piece of evidence.  The debates with 3‐5 great pieces of evidence 
are much better than the one with 50 pieces of bad evidence.  Reading bad evidence 
effects your reputation when judges read them after the debate and wastes your 
time during your speech while reading it.  And if its bad, it does not take a good 
debater long to answer it.  Actually most will ignore it, hoping you go for it, knowing 
that this argument can’t hurt them. 

 

 

 



PUTTING IT ALL TOGETHER IN THE ROUND 

CROSS­EXAMINATION:  
I feel that to be a good critical debater, you must learn how to be effective in CX.  
This is where you can make up ground on arguments that you feel can be dismissed.  
A good cross‐x begins with reclaiming control of the framing of the debate.  If they 
have framed you as a “performance” or a “project” only because your argument 
involved some personal politics, you need to immediately make it clear that those 
are not about you.  There are 2 areas of the debate you need to work on in CX.  

The first area is where you disagree.  If you are affirmative, then you want to hedge 
back on their most important arguments first, this would be framework or 
topicality.  If it is a critical debate, you want to investigate the links, because you 
most likely will be going for no‐link/perm.  If you’re negative you want to seal off 
obvious links that can be ascertained from their speech. 

The second area of the debate you need to investigate is the why is this important 
part of the debate.  As the affirmative, you need to be able to argue that their place of 
disagreement is a bad place to disagree, or that you access those arguments better.  
On the negative you need to be able to make sure, 100%, you hedge against any 
attempts to argue about the point of disagreement, and its importance. 

Sometimes you need to utilize cross‐x to fill in your game‐board.  You cannot win 
consistently without a complete game‐board.   

How many topicality violations are there? 

Can you write out all permutations? 

When you are negative always ask for the permutations to be written out and 
identified in cross‐x.   

Can you write out your alternative text? 

This is important when you are affirmative and debate against another critical team.  
Don’t allow them to get away with misworded alternatives that do not compete with 
the affirmative.  Any alternative that is either not your literature base style 
alternative or straight up rejection of your politics, you have room to capture it 
through the permutation.  Have the other team write it out for you. 

Control the Framing the Debate: 

As stated earlier, many of your losses debating differently will come from people 
being able to frame you as something you are not, and you never escape such 
enframing.  You need to make sure that you eliminate any misunderstanding about 
how they frame you, and continuously refer to the other team as you make your 
argument. 

 



Here are some really basic tips from one of the best CXers I have ever seen in action. 

 

‐Preparation  

‐Direction 

‐Control 

‐Avoid big open ended questions 

‐Ask questions  

‐Make an Impression 

‐Should know CX strategy before round begins 

‐Against soft left Affs, we need to win a RC argument 

‐Make sure you make a mark 

‐The way you answer or ask questions is important 

‐Questions should be sneaky 

‐Answer should be totally open and honest 

‐Showboat 

‐Don’t be the unliked one/rude one 

‐Get the last word 

 



 

WHAT IS AN OVERVIEW! 
I remember when we used overviews as our “thesis explanation” of our argument.  I 
want to offer a different way of seeing the overview.  When you give the 2a or the 
2n, you want to give an overview that does 2 things: A ‐ Locks the debate down into 
a debate about the place you disagree. B – Get the main pillars of your argument into 
the debate if they have not all made it into the debate.  Write your tags out longer to 
explain your argument as you’re giving your speech, and thus the old school “thesis” 
overview is not needed.  Then your overview is about debate arguments, rather than 
the story of the author/argument you chose. 

2NC Sample: 

A  ‐ Colonialism is the root cause of your affirmative impacts. 

‐‐‐extend 1nc evidence 

I have more evidence (…..) 

B. Your affirmative is a colonial act, which means you only make your 1ac harms 
worse. 

‐‐extend 1nc evidence 

I have more evidence (….) 

C. Must reject acts of colonialism in those instances to ever find a world of 
decolonization. 

‐‐‐‐Evidence‐‐‐‐‐‐ 

 

 

This is a way to say, here are the key arguments, and this is what the debate is 
about.  Then you spend the rest of your speech, managing the information in a way 
that gets you to the tie. 

The affirmative sample would not be much different.   You would highlight the key 
arguments that you think will address most/or all of their arguments. 

Overviews are not necessary, but can be effective tools for bringing the debate to 
one place on the game‐board into a kind of winner‐take‐all debate.  One important 
thing to remember is that if the 2a gives an overview, the neg block should answer 
it.  If the 2nc gives an overview, the 1ar must go answer it. 

 



BEING PREPARED ON THE KEY ARGUMENTS 
This is one place that you must be ready for before you go to the tournament.  My 
example for this debate would be a Spanos or Heidegger or Dillon type argument. 
The argument would be that to really understand the impacts of our plan of action, 
we must investigate the ontology behind such action.  Now if this is going to be your 
affirmative argument or negative argument, you know that this will be important in 
the debate.  So what you do is think of what you want to say in the final speech on 
this issue.  How can you best say “Ontology comes first” with the evidence you have. 

Go to the 1st speech.  Insert some of your cards here.  Insert the cards that make the 
basic argument.   On the affirmative you have the 1ac, the 2ac and the 1ar where you 
can read evidence.  So a good distribution would be 2 in the 1ac, 2 in the 2ac and 1 in 
the 1ar.  So what are your five best pieces of evidence?  Lay them out, and pick 
which speech you want them in.  Then after you get your 1ac done, prepare your 2ac 
that extends the 1ac cards on this issue, and then reads 2 more.  After your 2ac is 
prepped on “Ontology comes first” you go and prep the 1ar.  This means an 
extension of all 4 pieces of evidence read and one new piece of evidence.  Then you 
are setting up for the 2ar extension of the 5 cards that really make your argument 
the best.  Obviously you will hear the Owen card in response to your ontology 
argument, so go ahead and prep answers to Owen and any of the other very few 
ontology arguments you might hear.  Have a 2ar insert that answers Owen.  As you 
can see, now your ready to focus your speeches on the other teams evidence, 
because you already have your game plan laid out on how you will have the 
“Ontology Comes first debate”.   

On the negative you do the same thing, except you only get 2 speeches to read 
evidence rather than 3.  The 2NR should have their best rhetorical explanation of 
why “Ontology Comes First” that includes and extension of the key pieces of 
evidence they might need in this debate.  What I want you to get is that if you have 
your stuff ready, then you really do spend your prep looking at their evidence and 
figuring out how you can win the evidence comparison battle. 



BEING A GOOD EVEN/IF DEBATER! 
The best debaters know that they cannot win every argument in every debate. What 
you need to do is be able to explain why you win, even if the other team wins all of 
their arguments.  Here is what I mean.  If the critic can take all of the evidence from 
the debate, read it, and then your explanation of why you win is able navigate 
through the evidence and still suffice, that is how you win debates.  You need to tell 
the critic exactly what to tell the other team on why they lose in as simple terms as 
you can.  If you read every piece of evidence in the debate as it is being read, then 
you can make such an assessment.  It’s easy for a critic to say that their evidence 
said what they wanted, but that doesn’t win the debate, then to say “your evidence 
does not say that” when it usually does.  If both pieces of evidence support each side 
of a claim very well, you need to offer them the way out.  Even if they win this 
argument, we win because… 

 

 

 



CHIT­CHAT 
No, this does not mean you should be a schmoozer before the debate with the judge, 
nor does it mean try to make small talk with the critic.  What this means is that you 
need to have a connection with the critic during the round that involves much more 
than your brief moments of speaking.  From the time you walk in the room until the 
round is over, you need to be watching the critic in a way where every time they 
look up in the debate, they see your eyes.  Every non‐verbal gesture they make 
towards arguments, you see, and every time the other team makes a bad argument 
you should make eye contact with the critic as they recognize also the other team 
made a bad argument.  There is power in this, especially if the other team does not 
notice, and continues to try and extend such argument.  This means you need to set 
up where you can see the critic and the other team at the same time.  Do not put 
things in front of you, and get everything out of the way except what you need.  Look 
organized.  BOTTOM LINE: In many debates it becomes a tie for many judges.  
Debate judges are smart and most are also former debaters.  In most debates they 
could vote either way.  You must ask yourself what causes a critic to step one way or 
the other.  What causes them to accept some things the other team says and deny 
some things I have said?  You need to investigate all of your interactions in a debate 
to make sure none of them result in the critic not liking something you do.  What 
cause them to step to the other team?  You want to be the one that the critic steps to 
in a tie.  I think this handbook helps get you going the right way.  Be grounded as a 
debater.  Have your arguments make sense.  If they don’t make sense to you, how 
can they make sense to others?  Don’t be language dependent.  Be able to say your 
argument with the common debate terms.  Yes it is good to use the language of 
debate some, but don’t make it a crutch that is supposed to fill in the gaps of when 
your argument makes no sense.  This happens a lot in debate, and you should want 
to be the smart debater in the round, rather than the out of control, say anything 
style of debater.  The critic creates an image of you and then a liking or disliking the 
moment they walk in the room and see you the first time.  Then if they judge you 
again, that image is built upon.  Start out looking like a debater! 

In debate we like to do name dropping, so I want to drop some names of some 
people that you would like to see in the back of the room if you are a critical debater.  
Yes, I will leave many of my friends out, which only means I saved you the trouble of 
being quoted in a debate round.  This does not mean they will vote for you, 
obviously, but that this style of debate can connect with them…….(I left out first 
names or last names so they could deny agreeing with me if needed) 

Johnson, Giglio, Watts, Cleary, Odekirk, Dunn, Kuswa, Baxter‐Kauf, Miller, Murillo, 
Russell, Weitz, Green, SJ, Durham, Taylor, Dennis, Haddad, Peterson, Cooper, Mabry, 
PJ, Ritchie, Register, Guevera, Hester, Albaniak, Vince, Buntin, Pointer, Bunas, 
Crossan, Zisman, Harlow, Sykes, Sharp, Matheson, Crow, Maurer, KJohnson, Marlow, 
Davis, Shook, Tripp, Ralph, Rowland, Morgan‐Parmett ……..



 

DEBATE 101 SUMMARY 
There are few things I want to add in the end to help you be a better debater, much 
less a K debater.  As a debater, there are many different things you need to do in 
order to be prepared to debate.  There is no one large thing you can do to be a great 
debater, you must put together all of the small things.  It really is the small things 
that count.  You must think that you want to do everything you can where when the 
debate starts, you spend your prep time writing/comparing important things in the 
debate, not doing things you could have done at home. 

Category 1 – Pre‐Tournament Prep! 

‐ Sleep – You can never get caught up on sleep at a debate tournament. 
‐ Health – You aren’t at your best when sick, and you make others sick 
‐ Packing – Pack the day before you leave – Don’t forget important items. 
‐ Pack your debate evidence the day before. Don’t leave your 1ac at home. 
‐ Prepare your pre‐flows of 1ac and 1nc arguments. 
‐ Get supplies together.  You need things like pens and paper to debate. 
‐ Do speaking drills constantly.  Notice: Speaking/not necc. Speed drills. 
‐ Filing – Make sure you file all of the evidence, rather than having criss‐

crossed files or worse the pile 
‐ Scouting – Stay on top of who your opponents are, their arguments etc… 
‐ School – Do your homework before you go.  It will be tiring. 
‐ Medication – Make sure you take your medication.  Pack well. 
‐ Shower/Cleanliness – Don’t stink up the van.  Shower if needed to prevent 

such. 
‐ Don’t be LATE!  There are reasons people decide to leave at certain times.  

Don’t question it. 
‐ Bring a Timer.  I suggest a real old fashioned, not cell phone, timer. 

Category II – Pre‐round! 

‐ Get up on time. Don’t stay up late.  It’s more fun to win, I promise. 
‐ When pairings come out, prep time begins.  Move it move it… 
‐ Try and get a good set up with the table, not having your back to the judge or 

other team.  You need to see both throughout the whole debate. 
‐ Set up speaking area, so you feel comfortable giving your speech. 
‐ What do you know about the other team and the judge? 
‐ Find your Chi!  What helps you focus? Music? Reading? 
‐ Get out the evidence you will use. 
‐ Underline and highlight such evidence. 
‐ Get water and go to the bathroom. 
‐ Don’t complain about food, unless you don’t get any, then ask for food. 
‐ Ask for a plan text if they play that way. 

 



 

Category III – During the Round! 

‐ Be focused. Look like you care. Don’t be messy, and look organized. 
‐ It’s not how you start it’s how you finish. 
‐ Watch the critic. 
‐ Don’t build a Great Wall of China with accordions between you and the critic.  

Get only the essential in front of you.   
‐ Don’t be shady with disclosure.  Be honest for the purpose of having a good 

debate. 
‐ Don’t give the critic the business.  Use eye contact to communicate before and 

during round, you don’t have to talk to them. 
‐ Read all of the other teams evidence. 
‐ Continuously prep for the last speech. 
‐ Save prep for the last rebuttals. 
‐ Everyone has to create a game‐board. 
‐ Go for something. 
‐ Be nice to partner! 
‐ Be nice to other team! 
‐ Don’t be shifty/shady! 
‐ Don’t steal prep. Be ready when you say your ready! 

Category IV – After Round! 

‐ Sleep. Especially if you have to debate the next day. 
‐ Re‐file.  Don’t say you’ll do it later.  Do it asap. 
‐ Do round report forms.  That way if you or your teammates debate this team 

again, you know what they will say most likely. 
‐ Save your flows. 
‐ Write down what the judge says. 
‐ Shake hands.  The hardest thing about being a champion is learning how to 

lose. 
‐ Get all of your evidence. 
‐ Get cites. 
‐ Find your sanctuary to reflect. 
‐ Stay in the room until the judge is finished. 
‐ Don’t eat too much at lunch so you can’t perform at night. 
‐ Write answers to arguments that challenged you right after you had the 

debate with them.  Read their evidence again to write your answer. 

I hope this handbook helps you as a coach or debater in engaging the current world 
of competitive policy debate.  If this volume gets a lot of positive feedback, you can 
expect many more volumes to come that include advice from other coaches who are 
in the trenches of what some call debates clash of civilizations.
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(Genealogical) Reading of Whiteness: The 
Production of the Black Body/Self and the Racial Deformation of Pecola Breedlove in Toni Morrison’s 
The Bluest Eye.” In George Yancy, ed., What White Looks Like: African‐American Philosophers on the 
Whiteness Question. 107‐42.]     

Yancy 2004,   Pennsylvania State University. All rights reserved. The Journal of Speculative 
Philosophy 18.4 (2004) 273‐299     

Yancy, 2005  Yancy, George. ‐ Whiteness and the Return of the Black Body 

The Journal of Speculative Philosophy ‐ New Series, Volume 19, Number 4, 2005, pp. 215‐241 
   



 COMMON ANSWERS TO KRITIKS 

SECURITY K ANSWERS 
 

Fear, war and violence are inevitable, the impacts are inevitable  

Moving away from security risks war  

Abandoning security fails  

Perm do plan and all parts of alt that don't = reject 

Little parts of change solve. walt 91 

Security of world order is possible ‐‐ 05 

Insecurity and disorder are inevitable. This is key to effective planning ‐‐ 04 

Impossible to transform politics w/out seeing the state ‐‐ shaw 99 

Impact is extinction and refusal to engage in politics that makes violence inevitable  

Even if war, violence and disorder are inevitable, escalation and the terminal impact isn’t – approach 

the plan as a means to reduce the worst forms of violence. We can’t guarantee a utopia but we can 

keep things from getting worse‐Flynn 07, The Edge of Disaster: Rebuilding a Resilient Nation, p. 9‐10 

Moving away from security creates new challengers and increases the risk of war ‐ 
Doran 99, Survival, Summer, p. 148‐9 

Abandoning security fails – all that will happen is that non‐realists will be removed from office ‐ 

Kavka 87, Moral Paradoxes of Nuclear Deterrence, p. 86‐87 

Even if war, violence and disorder are inevitable, escalation and the terminal impact isn’t – approach 

the plan as a means to reduce the worst forms of violence. We can’t guarantee a utopia but we can 

keep things from getting worse 

Flynn 07, The Edge of Disaster: Rebuilding a Resilient Nation, p. 9‐10 

 



TERROR TALK ANSWERS 

Terrorist attacks on 9/11 were real. No impact to discourse 

Discourse is not stable focus ‐ voter 

Plan should be the focus of the debate 

Discourse doesn't construct reality  

The label "terrorist" is vital  

Concept of terrorism solves  



VERSUS. NARRATIVES 
Narratives bad—  
 
Narratives are bad: (1). They reify hegemonic structures through social assumptions and create 
structures of power of their own. (2). They prevent problem solving by obscuring problems with 
discursive assumptions. (3). They mask domination by preventing deliberation over truth claims. 
Proves the K can’t solve and only creates the problems it tries to prevent  
Patricia Ewick and Susan S. Silbey … Law & Society Review, 00239216, 1995, Vol. 29, Issue 2 

Liberal multiculturalism's embrace of narrative cannot be productive because it is inherently 
limited – their attempt to show the individuals beauty is the ultimate fake gesture based in the 
desire to see the other suffer.  
 
Zizek 2008 In Defense of Lost Causes page 11‐13 

Narratives create the same oppressive nature as dominant discourse. 
Coughlin 95 [Anne, Lewis F. Powell. “Regulating the Self: Autobiographical Performances in 
Outsider Scholarship.” Virginia Law Review August edition.] 

Narratives have the same problems as the system that they critique – they aren’t innocent, they are manipulated for an 
intended purpose and their use of narrative is also a form of manipulation. Their project cannot address social agendas 
and has the same problems as dominant discourse. 
Coughlin 95 [Anne, Lewis F. Powell. “Regulating the Self: Autobiographical Performances in Outsider Scholarship.” 
Virginia Law Review August edition.] 
 
It may be…to be represented. 
 
Narratives feast on pre‐conceived prejudices or guilt; they make it impossible to make accurate decisions – gutting 
solvency for their movement. 
Hyman 98 [David. “Lies, Damned Lies, and Narrative” 73 Ind L J 797 Summer] 
As EMTALA demonstrates…and empirical reality. 

 

Here is a narrative good cite: 

Narrative solvency (narratives are universally understood as an alternative to the rationality of 
the status quo, taken from  
Rowland 87  Rowland (Robert C., Professor of Communication Studies, University of Kansas, Communication 
Monographs 54, p. 264).1987 

The Rational World Paradigm, a taught and highly systemized method of human communication 
and decision‐making, needs to be reconsidered before making reforms to human trafficking 
based visa law.  Fisher, Professor of Communication, University of Southern California  (Walter, 
“Narration as a Human Communication Paradigm: The Case of Public Moral Argument”, 
Communication Monographs, Vol 51, 1984) 
This paradigm is very familiar, having been in existence since Aristotle's Organon … already 
been done on public argument are essays by Cox (1981), Goodnight (1980), Hynes, Jr. (1980), 
Lucaitas (1981), Pryor (1981). Sillars and Ganer (1982). and Zarefsky (1981). 

 


